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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE 
eet: es 
18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, 





ESTABLISHED 184%, 
1889. 





BONUS; 


Valuation made on very stringent basis. 
declared equivalent on the average to an addition of £2 12s. per cent. 
so Ganum on the sum sseured, or £2 4s. or cum assured and previous 
uses. 








EXPENSES OF MANAGEMENT de aes oe ar £9,912 





Whole World Policies ted free of charge in most cases. 
Lapsed Policies on very easy terms. 


Full information will be given on application to 
G. W. BERRIDGE, Actuary and Secretary. 


CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT. 


Tue ossect of the Cuaxceny Lase Sars Deposit is to provide for the use of 
the Public an-assonvureny secure but imexpensive Deposrrory for Titre Deeps, 
JewELueRy, and other Valuables. 

ADVANTAGES.—Absolute Szcvrrry and Sxcrecy. Sares of various sizes fixed in 
Fireproof and Burglar proof Strong Rooms. Use of elegant Writing, Waiting, and 
Telephone Rooms Free of Charge. Renters can have post-letters addressed to them at 
the CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT. 


CHANCERY LANE 





ANNUAL RENT 
OF SAFES, 





ANNUAL BENT! SA FE DEPOSIT, |Popatucent cont 
STRONG ROOMS, reed Maen rsa ty 
8 TO 90 GUINEAS. LONDON. 





The demand for Stroye Rooms and Sares has required a further Exrensiox. A 
large number of new ones have recently been constructed. The Reyrers 
1889 reached over 3,000. 


CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 


10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 








FREE, 3 ee 
SIMPLE, 
M 
ot gx st © 
«EV \ 
4 ga‘ » oF \ 
pe LAFF ck: i Ser 
Spite anil 
AND 
ae ail SECURE, 


TOTAL ASSETS, £2,372,277. 


DIRECTORS, 
Mathew, The Hon, Mr. Justice 


Meek, A. Enq. (Devizes). 

Monrail Frode. P. eq. (Oxford). 
Henry » Esq. 

peace, Henry 1 i. 






Carlisle, William , Bag. 

Doane, hir eee see 30 DOL. 

Ellis, Edmund He Henry, Baa. ; Sir W. Buchanan, Burt. 
Frere, Bartle J, Laurie, Exq. Edward Lee, Bx. 
Garth, The Sir Richard, BK Ra 





uJ ) pen ' Esq. 
The it Hon. the Lord Tuatice. Ba. 
Mark ' Al , Bag. 
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CURRENT TOPICS, 
Ur To THE Time of going to we have no information as 
to whether the resignation of Justice Corron has been 
definitively accepted. 





Tue Companzes (Winding-up) Act and the Bankruptcy Act of 
last session come into operation on the Ist of January next, and 
it is, therefore, very important that the rules, which the Lord 
Chancellor, with the concurrence of the President of the Board of 
Trade, is empowered to make, should be issued with as little 
delay as ible. We trust, however, that before they are 
issued both branches of the profession will be afforded an 
opportunity of making observations upon the rules in draft. 





THE LATEST RUMOUR with regard to the proposeil new series 


in | of the Zaw Reports is that in future there are to be in each year 


volumes 1, 2, 3, and perhaps 4 of reports of cases in the 
Division ; volumes 1, 2, and perhaps 3 of Queen’s Bench Divi- 
sion cases; and, we suppose, a volume each to the appellate 
poate ee. a Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty pe 3 
an t volume wi distinguished by figures denoting 
the year in which it is published. The citation will be some- 

ing like this: 2 Ch. D. (1891) 221, or 1 Q. B. D. (1891) 442, 
or 1 P. D. & A. (1891) 120. This manner of citation will be 
extremely cl , and will entail additional labour on — 
and authors and the many barristers, solicitors, and cl who 
note up their law books. The volumes, too, are likely to stray 
more into wrong places in the practitioners’ library. 





, In = tiust of an a bana No. 2 Lage = — no 
ewer than ten appeals e Apollinaris Co., em having 
reference to pet tron tag in the list they are numbered 23 
to 26, 34 to 38, and 44. On an application made on Monday 
last, it was directed that these cases should not come into 
the paper before the 25th inst. Numbers 23 to 26 are put 
back to come on with No. 34, and if on that date the turn 
for No. 34 to be heard has arrived, the ten cases will be in the 
daily paper, and will be heard in their order. The convenience 
of this plan arises from the fact that the decision in several of 
the cases will govern that in several others, but the effect ma 
be to unduly advance some of those appeals which now 
on FS. 88; so =. solicitors Ped have cases after No. 38 
ou pared. No notice is important arrangement 
has yet cgpeated in the daily list. 





Tux case of Reg. v. Judge of Clerkenwell County Court, which 
came before the Queen's Division on the 5th inst., deter- 
mines an pe poem question, upon which hitherto considerable 


difference has existed. It was there held that a 
county court j to whose court an action has been remitted 
from the High Court, has power in such action to add a oo- 
laintiff. decision is, we venture to think, fully warranted 


y the language of the remitting sections (65 and 66) of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, each of which provides, with respect 
to an action remitted from the High Court under its provisions, 
2 
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that “ the action and all proceedings therein shall be tried and taken 
particular county court designated by 
the remitting order} ‘as «f the action had originally been commenced 


in such court” [i.e., the 


therein.” In the previous case of Mulleneisen v. Coulson (36 
W. R. 524, 20 Q. B. D. 667) it was held that, when an action 
had been remitted for trial in the county court, under section 10 
of the County Courts Act, 1867, the county court judge had no 
wer to add a defendant without his consent. It is necessary, 
owever, to point out that the enactment under consideration in 
this last mentioned case did not contain the provision above set 
out, which is now included in the County Courts Act, 1888. 
The case of Maulleneisen v. Coulson (suprd) may, therefore, we 
think, now be considered as overruled: Heywood’s Annual 
County Court Practice, 1890, p. 441. 





_Iy ANOTHER CoLUMN we print a letter from an eminent con- 
veyancer in which he states the present practice of the authori- 
ties of the Stamp Office in respect to the stamps on assignments 
of policies when effected for the purpose of a settlement by a 
— deed, but does not give his own opinion as to the 
validity of the practice. The Stamp Act, 1870, provides (sec- 
tion 126) that 

** Where several instruments are executed for effecting the settlement of 
the same property, and the ad valorem duty chargeable in respect of the 
settlement of such property exceeds ten shillings, one only of such instru- 
ments is to be charged with the ad valorem duty.”’ 

The Act leaves it to the parties to determine on which instrument 
the ad ralorem stamp is to be affixed. It follows that the plan, re- 
commended in this journal, of affixing the ad ralorem stamp to the 
assignment, is perfectly valid, and it has this advantage, that the 
production of the assignment by itself shews that it is properly 
stamped. On the other hand, if the plan of stamping the assign- 
ment with a ten shilling stamp is followed, it will be necessary 
grag the settlement on every dealing with the policy in 

to shew that the assignment of the policy is properly 
stamped, as, if the settlement does not bear the true ad valorem 
stamp, the ten shilling stamp is not the proper stamp on the 
assignment of the policy. It should perhaps be remark that 
the provisions of section 76 of the Stamp Act, 1870, as to charg- 
ing the principal instrument with ad valorem duty, apply only 
to conveyances on sale. Where the ad valorem stamp is affixed 
on the assignment of the policy, the recital of the assignment 
in the settlement ought to state that the assignment is duly 
stamped with the ad ralorem stamp, as this is ‘‘a fact and cir- 
cumstance affecting the liability of the settlement to ad valorem 
duty,” see section 10. 





We norr that, in accordance with of the evident desire of the 
— meeting at Nottingham, the Council of the Incorporated 
w Society will proceed with the Rules Publication Bill. The 
Bill of last year provided that all rules proposed to be made by 
any rule-making authority should be published in the London 


WE REFERRED last week to the decision of the Court of 
Appeal in Bird v. Davey (ante, p.9). We recur to the matter 
in order to say that in preparing bills of sale where there are 
two or more grantors, and where it is necessary or advisable 
to have two attestation clauses, solicitors should be careful 
not to follow the precedent set them in the bill of sale which 
came before the court in the recent case. There were three 
grantors and two attestation clauses in the bill of sale, 
each attestation clause being signed by ‘‘Geo. Bailey” as 
attesting witness, and each attesting the execution of the bill 
of sale by the respective grantors. In the first attestation 
clause the attesting witness gave his “address and —. 
tion,” as required by the form in the schedule to the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1882 (see Parsons v. Brand, Coulson v. Dickson, 38 W. R. 
388, 25 Q. B. D. 110), but in the second attestation clause the 
address and description were omitted. The Court of Appeal, 
however, held that, inasmuch as, upon looking at the original 
bill of sale, it was plainly evident, or, as the court said, it was 
‘* an irresistible inference,” from the handwriting, &c., that the 
signature ‘‘Geo. Bailey” in both cases was the signature of the 
same person, the address and description were given upon the 
bill of sale, and the bill of sale was valid. Too much reliance, 
however, should not be placed upon this case. Mere similarity 
of the signatures would probably not be sufficient; that would 
not cause an ‘‘irresistible inference.” In truth, the case of 
Bird v. Davey must be considered as an altogether exceptional 
one. As was graphically said by a person engaged in court at 
the time, the whole bill of sale “‘ perspired” with evidence that 
the attesting witness in each attestation clause was one and the 
same person. The bill of sale, as originally drawn, contained 
only one grantor and one attestation clause, the bill being 
in regular clerk’s handwriting. The grantee’s solicitor evidently 
considered that two other persons should be made grantors as 
well, and thereupon the two names and a second attestation 
clause were added; both attestation clauses were signed by 
“Geo. Bailey,” the signatures being obviously in the same hand- 
writing, and the words, ‘the alterations initialled by me having 
| been first made,” were inserted in both attestation clauses; and 
| the alterations were only initialled once, ‘‘G. B.,” clearly shew- 
| ing that there could have been only one attesting witness. The 
court, having the original bill of sale before it, and judging 
solely from what appeared upon its face, could come to no other 
conclusion than that the attesting witness in each case was the 
same person. The above facts shew that the case was a very 
exceptional one, and it would be dangerous to rely too much 
upon it. The case, indeed, seems to us to bea warning to be 
careful to insert the address and description of the witness in 
each attestation clause, if there are more than one, for it seldom 
happens that there is such a combination of circumstances ap- 
parent upon the face of the bill of sale, and all tending in one 
direction, as was present in the bill of sale in Bird v. Davey. 











Gazette at least forty days before they were made, and on the | 
expiration of those forty days, but not before, the authority were 
to have power to make the rules either in the form or to the 
effect of the published draft, or with such alterations or additions 
“*Rule-making authority” 
was defined as meaning the authority for the time being 
en-powered to make rules for Her Majesty’s Supreme Court of 
Judi in England and Ireland; the Lord Chancellor of 
Great Britain acting in pursuance of any Act empowering him to 
make rules either x he or with the advice or concurrence of any 
other authority or person, or otherwise ; any Government depart- 
ment acting in pursuance of any Act empowering that department 
to make rules with the advice or concurrence of the Lord 
Chancellor ; the Board of Trade, in pursuance of the Patents, 
Designs, and Trade-Marks Acts, 1883; and the Rule Committee 
of the County Court Judges. It may possibly be objected that 
inconvenience will arise if the hard and fast rule of forty days 
is adhered to in all cases, as it may often happen that rules 
have to be made without delay to meet sudden emergencies, 
but this might be met by giving the rule-making authorities 


when absolutely necessary, pending the forty days’ publi- 


A CORRESPONDENT, in a letter which we printed last week 
(ante, p. 8), raised the question of the remedy of a transferee 
under a forged transfer of shares. It is assumed that the forger, 
who has purported to act as vendor, cannot be got at to any pur- 
pose, and that the choice lies between the purchaser’s own broker 
and the vendor’s broker. But as to the purchaser’s broker, he 
is, with regard to the purchaser, merely an agent, and it does 
not appear that he oul be liable to the purchaser except on 
the ground of negligence, and this is hardly constituted by the 
mere fact of his accepting the forged transfer. But as to the 
vendor’s broker the case is different. The contract note which 
he delivers is made out in his own name, and, although it is 
well known that he is only acting as an agent, yet he is bound 
by it. This is well settled as to the general law of agency by 
Jones vy. Littledale (6 A. & FE. 486) and Iiggins‘v. Senior (8 M. & 
W. 834). In the latter case it was laid down that evidence of 
the agency is admissible to give the benefit of the contract to, 
and to fix liability upon, the unnamed principals. But to allow 
the agent in this manner to discharge himself would be to con- 
tradict the written agreement. Accordingly in Magee y. Athin- 
won (2 M. & W. 440) the vendor’s broker, although well known 


to be such, was held liable at the suit of the purchaser for non- 





power to wake provisional rules to come into operation forth- 
cation. 


completion of the contract. Moreover, a direct decision with 
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reference to a broker’s liability in respect of a f transfer 
exists in Royal Exchange Assurance Co. v. Moore (11 W. R. 592), 
where, on the authority of the above cases, it was held that the 
yendor’s broker was liable to compensate the purchaser, and 
could not excuse himself on the ground of his agency. It is not 
a question of any negligence on his ee but he has entered in 
his own name into a contract of which the delivery of a forged 
transfer is no performance. Consequently he is liable for the 
breach of it. If the purchaser’s broker buys from a jobber, of 
course the purchaser’s remedy is against the jobber, who in his 
turn has a remedy against the vendor’s broker. 





WE ARE AFRAID that some of our valued contributors too 
often forget that there are people who cannot understand a 
joke. We printed a fortnight ago some observations on the 
new costs enactment, in which a suggestion—we should have 
thought obviously enough jocular—was made that the last 
words of the new enactment were wide enough to justify the 
Court of Appeal in ordering the judge below to pay the costs of 
an appeal to such an extent as it has been occasioned by his 
erroneous decision. We are diverted to see that a legal con- 
temporary last week accepted the remarks au sérieux, and pro- 
ceeded to solemnly discuss the question as follows :— 

‘* As to the words ‘ the court or judge shall have full power to determine 
by whom and to what extent such costs are to be paid,’ the alarming 
suggestion has been made by a contemporary that ‘they are wide enough 
to enable the court or judge to make either solicitor or counsel pay the 
costs, and to justify the Court of Appeal in ordering the judge below to 
pay the costs of an appeal to such an extent as it has been occasioned by 
his erroneous decision.’ We confess we can see no ground whatever for 
thinking this to be the true construction of the statute, which must be 
read with reference to the parties before the court, and not with reference 
to their agents. Moreover, so novel a provision, if intended by the 
Legislature, would have been introduced in express terms. No court 
would allow it to creep in by a side wind.”’ 

We have remonstrated with our contributor for his thought- 
lessness in causing all this trouble, doubt, anxious considera- 
tion, and elaborate marshalling of arguments. We grieve to 
say, however, that he is unrepentant; he even avows his inten- 
tion of making more jokes if only our contemporary will cap 
them in this excellent way. 





In A LerreR, which we print elsewhere, an esteemed correspon- 
dent draws attention to the refusal of a limited liability company 
to act upon a transfer expressed to be made “ without pecuniary 
consideration, but in order to effectuate an appointment of new 
trustees.” The reason alleged is that they would thereby be 
receiving notice of a trust, and that this they are exempted from 
doing by section 30 of the Companies Act, 1862. e quite 
agree with our correspondent that the objection is untenable, 
and this seems to be sufficiently shewn by the decisions which 
have been given on the section. How far this exempts com- 
panies from receiving notice of equitable interests of any kind 
has been a matter of controversy. In Société Générale de Paris v. 
Walker (34 W. R. 662, 11 App. Cas. 20) Lord Serzorne said 
that a company was under no obligation to accept notices of 
equitable interests or trusts if actually given or tendered to 
them, and that any such notice, if given, would be absolutely 
inoperative to affect the company with any trust. On the other 
hand, in the subsequent case of Bradford Banking Co. v. Briggs 
(35 W. R. 521, 12 App. Cas. 29) it was thought that this went 
too far, and that a company could not make section 30 an excuse 
for refusing to receive notice of a charge upon shares in order to 
let in a lien of its own, Such a charge, it was considered, was 
not a trust within the meaning of the section. But as re 
trusts pure and simple, such as are implied in a transfer of the 
kind now in question, there is no reason to suppose that any of 
the law lords would have dissented from the opinion of the 
Court of Appeal in both the cases above refe to (the first 


sub nomine Société Générale de Paris v. Tramways Union Co., 14 
Q. B. D. 424; the second, 38 W. R. 887, 81 Ch. D, 10) that a 
notice of the trust, although in fact given to the company in 
order to affect it with the trust, is one to which they need pay 
no re . In the present case, of course, the reference to the 
trust no such object, being simply inserted in order to give 
the deed its proper form. It sooms to follow that it is the Sur 





of the company to ignore the matter altogether and to treat the 
deed as an ordinary transfer deed. 





Ir 1s nor the fashion with the legal profession to do full 
justice to the brilliant capabilities of “parties in person.” They 
are generally looked upon as simple nuisances, e who are 


| always turning up at the wrong moment, pressing wildly im- 


possible claims upon wearied judges, and worrying officials and 
professional men with absurd demands. But sometimes they do 
things of which the sharpest of sharp practitioners might well 
be proud. Here is an instance. A short time ago a plaintiff 
sued a man for goods sold and delivered. We say “aman” 
advisedly, because a deal turns on the fact that the 
defendant belonged to the male sex. The plaintiff had no means 
of ascertaining the defendant’s Christian name, and was, there- 
fore, compelled to issue the writ of summons against him with 
his Christian name in blank. For convenience, therefore, we 
will call the defendant —— Sairn. The plaintiff's solicitor sent 
a clerk to —— Smarru’s house to serve him with the writ, and, on 
the third time of calling for that purpose, the door was opened by 
a lady who informed the clerk that —— Sairu was out. She was, 
of course, quite unable to say where he was, or when he would 
return, &c., &c. The lady said she was the defendant’s wife, 
and that if any letter or paper were given to her for her husband 
she would be sure to give it to him. The clerk thereupon handed 
her an envelope addressed to “‘ Mr. —— Surrn.” On the eighth 
day after this occurrence an appearance was entered in the 
action by ‘‘ Janz Surru, sued as —— Sarru, the defendant in this 
action.” Now A., knowing that he was suing a man, and not a 
woman, disregarded this appearance, and applied to a master 
for an order for substituted service by post on Surru. He 
was still unable to discover the Christian name of the defendant. 
The order was made and the writ served by post in the regular 
way. After the time for appearance had passed, and no further 
appearance was entered, A. applied to enter judgment in default 

inst Ssrru ; but he was met by an un difficulty. 
The defendant —— Smrru was not in default, because someone 
who purported to be that individual had appeared. There was 
nothing on the writ to shew that the defendant Smirn was 
a man, and therefore there was nothing to shew that the appear- 
ance for ‘‘JANE Smirn, sued age Surrn, the —_ _ 
the action,” was not a perfectly good ap or 
defendant sued. A., Bi 0-5 is now pen to ae for 
an order to strike out Janz Swrrn’s ap ce. is can 
only be done by summons to be served on Janz Surrx. All 
that is now required to enhance the credit due to this skilful 
conduct of the defence is for the husband to enter an appear- 
ance in the action on the day when the application to set aside 
the wife’s ane comes on to be heard. By this means the 
ordinary eight days allowed for appearance will have been 
stretched by the manceuvres of this ingenious couple to twenty- 
seven days. Who will say after this that parties in person have 
no genius for the law ? 














Ir 1s GREATLY to be wished that the “short titles” of Acts of 
Parliament should be carefully framed, so as to give as much 
and as exact description of the Act as can be given in the 
few words permissible. Not a few of the Acts of last session 
are very ineffectively named. For instance, the “ Marriage 
Act” deals with one small portion of the law of i t 
relating to the marriage of British subjects abroad, and the 
“Police Act” deals with one portion only of the police law— 
that relating to sw uation, whereas, the short titles 
of these two Acts, it would be thought that they were as general 
as the Partnership Act, which is well enough named. The 
Tenants’ Compensation Act ome to mortgaged land “~ 
whereas, from the title, one would guess that it applied to 
tenants under any kind of contract of tenancy. in, in the 


case of the Infectious Diseases Prevention Act and the Public 

Health Acts Amendment Act, which are adoptive Acts » 

some term descriptive of this limited application might 

have been inserted in the short title; and we suggest 

the insertion of the word “adoptive ” in all such adoptive 

an instance of a so-called 
~ Di 


for the future. On the other 
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(Animals) Pleuropneumonia Act, 1890.” Inasmuch as the 
contagious diseases of animals are the only contagious diseases 
which are now the subject of legislation, it would have been 
surely sufficient to have dubbed the Act the ‘‘ Pleuropneumonia 
Act, 1890.” 





Lorp Verrnox, speaking as President of the Central 
Chamber of Agriculture, has made the important suggestion 
that the principle of the Agricultural Holdings Act should be 
P Spare as between the tenant for life of agricultural land and 

c remainderman, Now that so many farms are in hand, the 
proposal will no doubt be welcomed in many quarters, and it is 
perhaps surprising that it was not made during the passing 
through the House of Lords of the Settled Land Act, 1890. It 
might have been contended that a comparison of the list of improve- 
ments authorized by section 25 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, 
with those scheduled to the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, 
as being improvements for which an outgoing tenant may 
recover compensation from his landlord, would shew that Lord 
VeERrnon’s proposal, if adopted, would merely be an extension of 
existing “‘ settled land” law, and not any newdeparture. There 
would, however, be considerable difficulty in working out the 
details of the scheme. 








THE MORAL FITNESS OF CANDIDATES FOR 
ADMISSION AS SOLICITORS. 


WE noticed last week the observations recently made by two 
learned judges on this subject. It will be remembered that Mr. 
Justice Maruew said he thought the Incorporated Law Society 
should have power to make inquiries into the qualifications of 
applicants who desired admission as solicitors. He had been in- 
formed that if the slightest inquiries had been made with regard 
to the solicitor then before him he would not have been admitted. 
Again, on the 29th of October, the learned judge said that the 
above remarks had been misunderstood. The repeated applica- 
tions against solicitors made it clear to his mind that it would be 
most desirable that the Law Institution should arm itself, if it had 
not already gt full powers, to inquire more carefully into the 
character and position of those persons who applied to be ad- 
mitted as solicitors, and that they should have the power of 
page persons they might think unfit to be admitted to the 
roll. Upon this we remarked that there appeared to be here an 
invitation of which we imagined the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society would not fail to avail themselves. The invitation 
was to consider whether the council required any further powers 
than those it already possessed. We have reason to believe 
that the council have fully considered the matter, and are of 
opinion that they already possess ample power in the matter. 

The power already possessed by the society to inquire into the 
moral character of candidates is contained in the Solicitors Act, 
1877, and the regulations made thereunder. In that Act “final 
examination ” is defined as an examination of persons applying 
to be admitted as solicitors, as well touching the articles and 
service as the fitness and capacity cf such persons to act as 
solicitors, in all business and matters usually transacted by 
solicitors, and includes, when any allegation is made by the 
registrar of solicitors as to the moral unfitness of any such 
person to be an officer of the Supreme Court, an inquiry into 
the truth of such allegation. 

The 29th of the regulations made under the Act of 1877 is to 
the effect that when an allegation is made by the registrar of 
solicitors as to the moral unfitness of any candidate at a final 
examination to be an officer of the Supreme Court, it shall be the 
= of the secretary, or such other officer of the society, to refer 

allegation to the committee (appointed under the Act), who 
shall take such ~~ for inquiring into the matter referred to 
them as they may deem necessary and proper. If the allegation 
referred to the committee is in their opinion proved, the com- 
mittee shall report the same to the council, pe the council may, 


in their discretion, refuse to grant a certificate to the candidate. 
Under section 9 of the Solicitors Act, 1877, any person who 
has been refused a certificate, whether on the ground of moral 
unfitness or on any other ground, may, within one month after | 
such refusal, appeal by petition in writing to the Master of the 








Rolls ; and on the hearing of the petition the Master of the 
Rolls may make such order as to him shall seem meet. 

With regard to the point as to whether any inquiries are 
actually made by the Law Society, we may mention that the 
solicitor to whom a clerk is articled has to answer, before the 
clerk is admitted to the final examination, questions as to whether 
the clerk has continuously, faithfully, honestly, and diligently 
served him, and been employed in his professional business as 
a solicitor. And one question is as follows :—‘‘Is the said Mr. 
, as regards character, a fit and proper person to be 
admitted a solicitor of the Supreme Court?” 

No one can know better than the master what the character 
of his articled clerk is. If he says the clerk is not a fit person 
to be admitted, he gives his reasons, and the matter is 
thoroughly investigated by the Examination Committee of the 
council, who report to the council, who, as a rule, adopt the 
report, and communicate the result to the candidate. If he 
should be dissatisfied with the decision, he is at liberty to 
appeal to the Master of the Rolls. If, on the other hand, the 
master answers the inquiry in the affirmative, as usually 
happens, the candidate is allowed to pass, unless the committee 
should have received information from any other source which 
would lead them to believe that stringent inquiry and investiga- 
tion should take place. 

It is a fundamental principle of our law that a man should be 
considered innocent until he is proved to be guilty, and we fail to 
see why articled clerks should not have the benefit of this principle. 
If, on the other hand, we are to presume that they are all unfit 
and improper persons, it will be necessary to make inquiries in 
each case. Of whom are these inquiries to be made? The 
clerk’s master has certified that he is a fit and proper person, as 
far as character is concerned, to be admitted. The examiners 
have themselves to decide whether he is fit and proper 
so far as his knowledge of the law is concerned, It is hopeless 
to go to the relatives of the clerk, as, of course, they would say 
he was a fit and proper person. Are we to go to the clergyman 
whose churen he attends, or ought to have attended? If he 
does not attend any church, to whom are we to apply? Then, 
again, different men have very different ideas as to what is 
moral fitness or unfitness, and even amongst the examiners 
themselves there may be divergent opinions on the subject. 
If a clerk’s master certifies that the clerk has faithfully, 
honestly, and diligently worked in the office, and that his charac- 
ter while there has not been such as to unfit him to be admitted as 
a solicitor, we do not think the examiners ought to go behind this, 
unless, as before stated, they have reason to believe from other 
sources that the character of the clerk is bad. We may add 
that while the examinations were under the direct control of 
the judges we believe that no inquiry of the kind was made; at 
all events, there is no provision to that effect in the Solicitors 
Act, 1843. 

With regard to the call of solicitors to the bar, to which Mr. 
Justice GranTHam referred, the judges seem to have forgotten 
that a solicitor cannot, on the spur of the moment, elect to go to 
the bar. Te must give twelve months’ notice of his intention to 
seek being called to the bar. On the other hand, a barrister has 
only to give six weeks’ notice of his intention to become a 
solicitor. 

We believe, as we said before, that the matter has been fully 
considered by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, and 
that they do not propose to take any action in the matter beyond 
continuing the inquiry addressed to the master to which we have 
above referred. . 





THE PARTNERSHIP ACT, 1890. 
Il. 


Tue Act having, as we have already seen, defined the nature 
of partnership and a partnership firm, and having incorporated 
the provisions of Bovii1’s Act, proceeds to lay down the principles 
upon which partnership liability rests, and to state the nature of 
such liability. This citngs us to the consideration of that 
division of the Act which indicates the ‘relations of partners to 
persons dealing with them” which we propose to examine under 
the following headings :—(a) holding out, (6) power of partner to 
bind firm, (¢) partnership liability, and (d) change in firm—an 
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ent which, with the exception of “ holdi out,” 
‘aerate order adopted by the ha aiid 

Holding out.—It seems appropriate to consider this heading 
first, and to take it from the place assigned to it by the Legisla- 
ture, because logically it occupies an isolated position. A per- 
son who is not in fact a partner can only be liable as such on 
the ground of misrepresentation—a ground wholly distinct from 
that on which the liability of partners themselves rests. 

14 (1) ‘‘ Everyone who by words spoken or written, or by conduct, repre- 
sents himself, or who knowingly suffers himself to be represented, as a 
partner in a particular firm, is liable as a partner to anyone who has, on the 
faith of any such representation, given credit to the firm, whether the 
representation has or has not been made or communicated to the person so 
giving credit by or with the knowledge of the apparent partner making 
the representation or suffering it to be made.” 

This elaborate and carefully worded section embodies some 
important propositions of law, the short result of which is 
that if a person acts in such a way as to mislead a creditor into 
the belief that he is a partner he incurs partnership liability, and 
that it is immaterial dheihes or not the apparent partner knew 
that any particular creditor was aware of his conduct. For the 
sake of business men, whom it primarily affects, and who may not 
be skilled in analyzing such studied statements of law, it might 
perhaps have been more practical to have separated this section 
into short and simple sentences. The commonest case of ‘ hold- 
ing out” is where a man allows his name to appear as part of 
the firm-name. Thus it often happens that a partner on retiring 
temporarily leaves his name in the business. In so doing he 
runs the risk, even though entitled to an indemnity from his late 
partners, of having to pay the partnership debts. A question 
then arises as to whether he can protect himself as regards any 
particular creditor by informing him that he has in fact ceased 
to be a partner. This question is suggested by the case of Brown 
v. Leonard (2 Chitty, 120), and does not appear to be answered by 
the section before us. This case has been treated as sanctioning 
the proposition ‘that a person who holds himself out as a part- 
ner with others with whom he has no concern is liable for their 
acts, even to persons having notice of the true state of affairs ” 
(Lindley (1888), p. 175), and hence it has been contended that even 
though a retired partner may inform a creditor that he is in fact no 
longer a partner, yet if he admits that his name is continued with 
his consent, he thereby represents that he will be responsible for 
the firm debts. The true answer to this contention appears to 
be that to such creditor he is liable, if at all, as a surety for the 
firm, and not on the ground of any misrepresentation which, by 
assumption, he has not made. Such cases when they arise will, 
therefore, it is submitted, have to be decided without the aid of 
the present section, under which it must be shewn that the 
creditor has given credit to the firm “on the faith of any such 
representation.”” The view adopted by the Legislature seems, 
therefore, to be more in accordance with Lord ELLENBorovGH’s 
decision in Alderson v. Pope (1 Camp. 404 note), to the effect 
that a person who appears to the world as a partner is not liable 
as such to a creditor who has notice of an agreement between 
such person and his supposed partners that he shall not share in 
the profits, or be liable for the losses of the business. 

It is not proposed to further examine the points of law involved 
in this section. It is sufficient to add that it is in accordance 
with the existing law on this subject, the leading principles of 
which are laid down by Lord WenstEYDALE in Dickenson v. Valpy 
(10 B. & C. 140). By way of excessive caution, the Legislature 
has thought it necessary to add a second sub-section, to the effect 
that in the case of the death of any er the continued use of 
his name ‘shall not of itself make his executors’ or administra- 
tors’ estate or effects liable” for future debts of the firm, a pro- 
position which it is believed has never been doubted. 

Power to bind firm.—The law comprised in this heading is 
summed up in four sections (sections 5 to 8 inclusive), and is 
introduced by the following proposition :— 

5. ‘ Every partner is an agent of the firm and his other partners for the 
purpose of the business of the partnership.”’ 

The doctrine of agency, upon which the implied authority of a 
partner to bind his co- ers rests, is generally stated in some 
such form, and is found as early as Srory on Partnership, from 
whose treatise this principle has been often cited with approval, 
notably in the famous case of Cox v. JTickman (8 TH. L. Cas., at p. 
312), which once and for all established the principle that 





partnership liability mainly rests upon the implied authority 
given by one partner to the other to do all necessary acts in the. 
ordinary course of business. The ition as stated seems, 
however, open to the criticism that it is not — in accordance 
with fact. It is certainl y me ied jal 9 a reigned or 
secret partner is an agent for the th he may, perhaps, 
at any moment become so by di ing himself and taking an 
active part in the business. Until he does this his liability as 
partner is similar to that of an undisclosed principal. His 
position as possible t is well described by w, L.J., in 
Badeley v. Consolidated Bank (38 Ch. D., at p. 247): “It may be 
that Although there is a partnership there may be an express 
s}ipulation that the non-acting partner is not to act as t for 
the other. That is what, I suppose, one would call a sleeping 

ership. But that is a stipulation putting a fetter on the 


rights which the person keeping in the bac d would other- 
wise have if it were not for that stipulation.” ed there- 


fore as a general, and somewhat vague, statement of the 
doctrine of agency, the opening words of the section are not 
likely to lead to any misund ing, especially as they are 
followed by the qualifying words at the end of the section, 
which are of sufficient importance to quote. 


“ And the acts of every partner who does any act for carrying on in 
usual way business of the carried on by the firm of which he is 
member bind the firm and his partners, unless the partner so acting has, 
in fact, no authority to act for the firm in the particular matter, and the 
person with whom he is dealing either knows that he has no authority or 
does not know or believe him to be a partner.’’ 


These words amplify and expound the introductory sentence, 
“that every partner is an agent,” which has already been 
examined, and which, for the reasons above stated, might have 
been omitted as being superfluous. 

With regard to section 6 a difficulty may perhaps arise. 


Boe 


**6. An act or instrament relating to the business of the firm and done. 
or executed in the firm-name, or in any other manner shewing an intention 
to bind the firm, by any m thereto authorized, whether a partner 


perso! 
or not, is binding on the firm and alt the partners. 

‘* Provided that this section shall not affect any general rule of law 
relating to the execution of deeds or negotiable instruments.”’ 


Does this section alter the rule which is to be found in the 
text-books, that ‘‘ one aresecohe seis ony oh ngs — by deed ” ? 
The difficulty is partly sugges y the fact that there appears 
to be a conflict enema English and Scotch law upon this point. 
Thus we read in the report of the Mercantile Law Commission 
(1854-5, Parl. Papers, 18, IV., at p. 19):—‘‘In England and 
Ireland it is a general rule that a partner cannot bind his 
co-partners by an instrument under seal; but there is no such 
restriction in Scotland as to the form of the obligation ; and we 
are of opinion that a partner ought to have power to bind his 
co-partners in transactions in the ordinary course of their 
business in any form in which he can bind himself.” This 
difference is not expressly alluded to in the Act, but it would 
seem that no alteration is intended to be made in the law of 
England, Ireland, or Scotland. If the difference really exists it 
may be regretted that ee was not taken of the op ity 
for adopting the Scotch e in d and d, in 
accordance with the recommendation of the Commissioners. 

We now pass on to sections 7 and 8, which state cases when 
the other partners are not bound by the acts of their co-partner, 
when such acts are (@) outside the scope of the business, or (5) 
contrary to a restriction of which the creditor has notice. Such 
questions as to what acts are, and what are not, within the scope 
of any particular business are, as being mainly questions of 
fact, left untouched. It may be doubted whether the marginal 
note of section 7 is sufficiently descriptive of its contents, for 
cases may be conceived where a partner may pledge the credit of 
the firm for ‘‘a purpose apparently not connected with the firm’s 
ordinary course of business,” and yet not necessarily for his 
own “private purposes.” The two sections seem to state in clear 
and accurate language the existing law, and do not call for any 
special observation. The two principles—({a) that an admission 
by a partner binds the firm (section 15), and (6) that notice to 
one partner is notice to all (section 16)—might, we think, more 
aptly have followed sections 7 and 8, or at least have been 
brought int» closer connection with the group of sections which 
deal with the agency of partners. 
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Partnership liability —This heading introduces a subject of too 
intricate a nature to admit of detailed examination in this place. 

“9, Every partner in a firm is liable jointly with the other ners, and 
in Scotland severally also, for all debts cot Citientions of the = incurred 
while he is a partner ; and after his death his estate is also severally liable 
in a due course of administration for such debts and obligations, so far as 
they remain unsatisfied, but subject in England and Ireland to the prior 
payment of his separate debts.” 

As we may so often observe throughout the Act, there is a 
great deal of law compressed into a very small space. It is 
sufficient to draw attention to some of the main results of the 
section. In the first place, with regard to England and Ireland, 
it establishes as law the conclusion of the majority of the House 
of Lords in Kendall y. Hamilton (4 App. Cas. 504) that partner- 
ship liability in respect of ‘‘ debts and obligations” is joint, and 
not joint and several. Next, it establishes that this joint liability 
is something different from the old common law liability of joint 
contractors. It lacks the incident of survivorship, so that the 
estate Of a deceased partner still remains liable to the partner- 
ship creditors, a doctrine which Lord Expon, in Er parte Kendall 
(17 Ves. 514), attributes to the interference of the courts of 

uity. Thirdly, it recalls the decision in Gray v. Chiswell (9 
Ves. 118), where Lord Epon extended the rule in bankruptcy 
to the estate of a deceased partner. Fourthly, it enacts that in 
Scotland partnership liability is “‘joint and several,” a distine- 
tion having important consequences. Upon continuing to read 
the Act we soon find that the liability of pariners is not in 
England invariably ‘‘joint,” but that in the case of wrongs 
(section 10), and in certain cases of the misapplication of moneys 
(section 11), their liability is “‘ joint and several.”” The T.egisla- 
ture should, we think, in framing these sections have fur.i:hed 
us with some definition of ‘‘joint and several” liability instead 
of throwing us back, as it seems to have done, upon decided 
cases. It might also have added a section to the effect that 
‘joint and several” liability may be incurred by partners in 
r t of “‘debts and obligations ” by express agreement. 

e following section (section 13) enacts that a trustee-partner, 
by improperly employing trust property in the business or on the 
account of the partnership, does not involve his co-partner in 
liability unless the latter has notice of the breach of trust. This 
well-established rule may be regarded as an exception to the 
wider doctrine that “ notice to one partner is notice to all,” to 
which reference has already been made. 

Change in firm.—Lixvizy, L.J., points out in his book 
on Partnership (1888), p. 116, that “on any change amongst 
the persons composing a partnership there is in fact a new 
partnership,” and from this point of view every change in the 
constitution of a firm may be regarded as a dissolution of the 
partnership relation. The present Act, however, contains no 
definition of the phrase “dissolution of partnership” (unless 
section 32 can be so described), but seems to use it rather in 
the sense of a winding up of the partnership business. The 
distinction between the dissolution of the partnership relation 
and the winding 7 of the partnership business is not, at any 
rate, clearly brought out. The Act, however, deals in this place 
with some of the results of any change in a firm while the 
business continues to be carried on as a going concern, especially 
as it affects the liability of incoming and outgoing partners, 
and the rights of sureties to or on behalf of the firm. 

With respect to the liability of incoming and outgoing 
section 17, after enacting to the effect (1) that an 
r partner does not necessarily become liable for the 
existing liabilities of the firm, and (2) that a retiring partner 
one not ue hd virtue of ae retirement, cease to be liable 

partnership debts incurred] while he was partner, lays down 
the following proposition :— ‘ ope 

17_ (%. “A retiring partner may be discharged from any existing 

, by an agreement to that effect between himself and the 

members of the firm as newly constituted and the creditors, and this 


mt may be either express or inferred as a fact from the course of 
between the creditors and the firm as newly constituted.” 


This proposition, although unquestionably true, seems some- 
what narrow, and, in view of the doubt which seems to have 
been raised by the decision of the House of Lords in Oakeley vy. 
Pasheller (4 C1. & Fin. 207), might with advantage have been 
more broadly stated. The case of Swire vy. Redman (1 Q. B. VD. 
536), in which the above decision of th: House of Lords was 








carefully examined and explained, appears to justify the broader 
statement that no agreement between a retired partner and his 
other partners can affect the rights of a creditor of the firm 
unless such creditor is a party to such agreement. The section, 
as it stands, seems to leave unanswered some of the questions 
which arose in the latter case, such as (a) whether the liability 
of a retired partner to the partnership creditor is affected by the 
fact that the creditor has agreed with the continuing partners to 
give time, or even not to sue for payment ; (4) whether the right 
of a partnership creditor to continue to treat the retired partner 
as one of his principal co-debtors is affected by notice of an 
agreement between such retired partner and his late partners 
that he shall only be liable as surety for the old partmership 
debts. 

The next section (section 18) contains, in an amended form, 
the substance of section 4 of the Mercantile Law Amendment 
Act, 1856 (19 & 20 Vict. c. 97), which affects England and 
Ireland, and of section 7 of the similar Act (19 & 20 Vict. c. 60) 
which affects Scotland, both of which are, of course, repealed 
(section 48), whereby, in the absence of agreement to the con- 
trary, ‘‘a continuing guarantee or cautionary obligation” given 
to or on behalf of a firm is revoked by any change in the con- 
stitution of the firm. Both English and Scotch Acts extended 
to “a single person trading under the name of a firm,” but this 
phrase is omitted in the amendment. The amendment effects 
no change in the law, but a great improvement in language, 
which in both Acts was ponderous and involved. 








CONCERNING LAW REPORTERS. 
- [By an otp Hanp.] 
II. 


THE manufacture of judicial eloquence, when carried on by the light 
of a reporter’s understanding, is a rather dangerous process, and ovca- 
sionally leads to his being blown up. But with four series of well- 
known reports—to say nothing of the admirable newspaper reporting 
which one sees daily—each represented by men of education, ability, 
and experience, the profession is not likely to be much misled. 
Whatever rivalry there may be amongst the publishers, there is very 
little among the reporters themselves. Some of the very best reports 
are not those taken from shorthand notes, but those which are com~- 
piled in conference by three or four reporters (representing different 
publications), from their independent notes. The ipsissima verba of 
judicial utterances must, no doubt, often be reproduced: but they 
are not always fit for publication. The repetitions alone, of some 
judges, would, if reproduced, ruin the publishers in superfluous type- 
setting and paper; and some of their ungrammaticalities, if not 
removed, would spoil the reporter’s reputation. At the same time 
the alteration of a phrase, or even a word, may cause confusion and 
expense for years. For instance, in the year 1881 Sir GzoRrGE 
JESSEL delivered a judgment in which he was stated in one report 
to have said: ‘If it is a material representation calculated to induce 
him to enter into the contract, it is an inference of law that he was 
induced by the representation to enter into it.’ The words in italics 
caused great teomite to everybody. Of course, anything supposed to 
have fallen from the great Master of the Rolls was freely cited, and also 
freely criticized (after his death most of the criticism came). In 1884 
BowEn, L.J., said, ‘‘I cannot quite agree with the remark of the late 
Master of the Rolls . . . thatif a material representation calculated to 
induce a person to enter into a contract is made to him, it is an infer- 
ence of law that he was induced by the representations to enter into it, 
and I think that probably his lordship hardly intended to go so far as 
that,” &c., &c. In the same year Lord BLackBURN—Wwith the instinct 
of an old reporter—spotted the author of the inaccuracy. He said: 
“In —— v. ——~ the late Master of the Rolls is reported to have 
said it was an inference of law. If he really meant this he retracts 
it in his observations in the present case. I think it not possible to main- 
tain that it is an inference of law . . nor do I think he meant to 
say 80.” What Sir Georce Jessz1 really did say anybody might have 
found in the “‘ unauthorized reports,” and it was as folfows: ‘‘ When a 
person makes a material representation to another to induce him to 
enter into a contract, and the other enters into that contract, it is 
not sufficient to say that the defendant does nut prove he entered 
into the contract relying upon it, because, if it is a material repre- 
sentation calculated to induce him to enter into the contract, that is 
a conclusion at which you arrive by inference.” 

BLACKSTONE. complains that ‘from Henry VIII., the task [of 
reporting] has been executed by many private hands, who, through 
haste oa inaccuracy, mistake and want of skill, have — very 
crude, imperfect, perhaps contradictory, accounts of one and the 
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same determination.” But if it had not been for the private hands, 
reporting would now be ina very bad way indeed. PLOWDEN —— 
better of the calling. He says (according to Mr. MacquEEN): ‘‘ The 
reporters deliberated upon doubtful resolutions. If the progeny were 
eueby, or likely to prove mischievous, they smothered it. Some- 
times the anal took cognizance of incidental dicta, remembering 
how apt litigants are to snap up such things, and how . are 
to repose on them.” /Dicta are, however, occasionally awkward things 
for judges. We have recently heard the saying of a much respected 
judge that ‘‘ Obiter dicta often came home to roost ’’—not apparently 
to be reposed upon. Jeporters are often blamed or chaffed for 
putting in interlocutory and perhaps irrevelant observations of 
judges. Here is one in a series of ‘ authorized rts’’ by a 
Coeeed reporter who was once described on the bench (sotto voce) 
as ‘‘that gentleman who devours such a quantity of broken 
victuals in court.’ Counsel in reply: ‘‘I regret the absence 
[Baceattay, L.J.: “I 
do not think that your clients have suffered by its being left in 
your hands.” ] But the lover of broken victuals was only following 
his usual kind-hearted practice of recording all judicial compliments 
to counsel. Barristers cannot [or ought not to] advertise them- 
selves—at any rate, by the ordinary methods—and it would be 
rather hard if reporters could not occasionally give them a pat on the 
back. MAacQuEEN went a good deal further than this, for at the end 
of one of his reports is a note shewing how a learned lord bestowed 
a compliment on the skill and accuracy shewn by Mr. MAcQuEEN in 
his account of a former case, the correctness of which had been 
impugned, 

Some of MAcquEEn’s notes remind one of Vice-Chancelior MALINs’ 
court. A reporter there had to be very careful what he was about. 
One of them, who was employed for an evening paper, —— in 
one day without his robes and deposited his hat on the desk. It 
had not been there very long when the usher came round and said, 
‘*T don’t know what is the matter with the vice-chancellor to-day, 
sir, but he objects very strongly to your hat being there, and per- 
haps, if you don’t mind, it would be better to remove it.” It was 
forthwith removed, and equity was again wreathed in smiles. A 
great many ‘“‘ good dicta”? might have been reported from Vice- 
Chancellor Matis’ court. There are many still living who 
remember the vice-chancellor and the leaders who practised before 
him. One has heard that one of the leaders had but little 
regard for the vice-chancellor’s dignity. The judge one day 
asked for an explanation of something in the case. A junior got 
up and said, ‘‘ The mistake arose in this way, my lord; when the 
case was opened —--”’ “The birds began to sing,” interrupted Mr. 
X. The vice-chancellor was very fond of talking about himself. He 
once told everybody in court that he had been abroad, and that at 
some hotel where he had stopped the wine-list contained the names of 
over fifty different kinds of wines, &c. ‘‘ And I’m sure,” said Mr. X., 
‘* you tried every one of them.” But, though Sir Richarp MALins 
liked gossiping in court himself, he did not stand much of it from 
other people—except Mr. X., who was irrepressible. One of his 
reporters was—and he still is for that matter—very fond of a cackle. 
On a fresh case coming on to be heard, the vice-chancellor remarked 
that it was of great importance, and required close attention, and 
suggested to the reporter that he should take a holiday for the rest of 
the afternoon. He was, however, very kind to his reporters. When 
the vice-chancellor was ill his work was taken by Lord Justice—then 
Mr. Justice—Fry, and the reporters in the court of the former ju 
did some of the work before the latter. But they did not apparently 
appreciate the justice as they did their own judge. e senior 
reporter slept soundly through the whole of the plaintiff's argument, 
and woke up just in time to take down the judgment dismissing the 
action without calling on the defendant’s counsel. The reporter, 
of course, got the names of all the cases cited from 
‘‘another fellow” in court, put their effect together in the 
orthodox way, and afterwards told somebody that the argument he 
had constructed was so convincing that, for the life of him, he could 
not understand why it had not , fron successful with Fry, J. But 
reporters cannot always be there, and arguments in chancery are as 
apt to send reporters to sleep as long reports are to affect students 
with somnolency., It is very easy to say that reports are too long; it 
is more difficult often to shorten them without sacrificing accuracy. 
Even skill in taking notes is not so important as having a good judg- 
ment as to what should be ‘‘smothered”’ and what should be recorded. 
The story—it is but a story—is told of a reporter in a court which 
does not task severely the energies of those who record its doings, 
that someone asked him what was his test whether a case should 
added to the reports or not; and that he replied :—-‘‘ A great many 
cases may be left untouched. If former decisions are cited in 
it, it is evident there is nothing new in the case. If, on the 
other hand, no cases are cited, you may depend on it the 
questions involved are only questions of fact.’ There is some truth 
in what he has been acoused of having said, but if everybody 
followed the same rule reporting would cease to exist, 





REVIEWS. 
LAW OF PARTNERSHIP. — 


A Dicest oF THE LAW OF PARTNERSHIP, INCORPORATING THE 
ParTNERSHIP Act, 1890. ‘By Sir FREDERICK PoLiock, Bart., 
M.A., LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. Firra Epririon. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 

A new edition of this work is the natural consequence of the 
Partnership Act, the rules formulated in the original or being 
obliged to give way to the present statutory declaration of the law. 
At the same time these declarations are in the main due to Sir 
Frederick Pollock’s drafting, and the old illustrations and notes are 
still useful for their elucidation. The general style of the book, con- 
sequently, is unc ged, and, indeed, it has been necessary to do 
little more than to add to the notes ial explanations of the form 
now given to the law. The new Act is by no means so comprehen- 
sive as the digest given in earlier editions, and topics which the 
Legislature has either refrained al from touching, or has only 
touched upon generally, will still be found dealt with in their appro- 
priate places. As examples of this, we may mention the rules as to 
the disposal of will (p. 102), and as to the implied authority of 
partners to bind the firm (p. 28), and the illustrations of the posi- 
tion of partners who are also executors or trustees of deceased 

rtners (p. 118). The author’s well-known dissati ion with the 

Sechion of the House of Lords in Derry v. Peek is repeated at p. 113, 

where he also expresses the opinion that the mistake is by no means 

remedied by the Directors’ geo 4 Act, 1890. This probably 
means that a statutory liability, to a particular class of 
cases, is a poor substitute for a legitimate pepe poe of the 
common law. The Partnership Act, with the notes illustrations, 
forms Part I. of the present edition. Part II. reproduces certain 
portions of the original work which have not been touched by the 
statute. These deal with procedure in actions by and against part- 
ners, with procedure in bankruptcy against partners, and with the 
administration of partnership estates. The circumstances under 
which the book is now published of course greatly increase its utility. 


SHIPPING LAW. 3 
THE ConTRACT OF AFFREIGHTMENT AS EXPRESSED IN CHARTER- 
PARTIES AND BILLs oF LapineG. By T. E. Scrvrron, M.A., LL.B., 
Barrister-at-Law. Sreconp Eprrion. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited). 





when the first edition appeared, the most important cases on the sub- 
ject have been Rodocanachi v. Milburn (35 W. R. 241, 18 Q. B. D. 67) 
and Leduc v. Ward (36 W. R. 537, 20 Q. B. D. 475), on the relati 
of the contract contained in a bill of lading to that contained in the 
charter-party; and The Xantho (35 W. R. 23, 12 App. Cas. 503) and 
Hamilton v. Sains ie W. R. 369, 12 App. Cas. 518) on the nature 
of excepted perils. The two former are dealt with by Mr. 

in his note at _p. 39, where he a difficulty in the theory that 
the bill of lading constitutes no contract, but merely a receipt, as 
between the shipowner and a charterer, who is also a shipper ; while 
upon indorsement it suddenly commences to operate as a contract as 
between shipowner and indorsee. This “springing contract,” as Mr. 
Scrutton a it, he finds it difficult to ile with the statutory 
effect given to indorsements by 18 & 19 Vict. c. 111, s. 1, according 
to which the indorsee’s rights and liabilities are the same “as if the 
contract contained in the bill of lading had been made with himself.” 
The explanation, apparently, is that, as respects the charterer, the con- 
tract contained in the bill of lading is deemed to be subordinate to 
that contained in the charter-party. As the indorsee, on the 
other hand, the charter-party does not come into question, and 
bill of lading consequently is able to take full effect. The result of the 
last two of the casesabove referred to appearsin the altered form of article 


79 (p. 159) on “the effect of ex ils in contracts of ight- 
mek As the article originally ood the exception was pee 
valid in all events; now, in accordance with the judgments of the 
House of Lords, it is said not to be valid where the person seeking to 
take advan of it might himself have prevented the emmy tony 
able care dili . The new note on p. 160 shews how this 
restriction gives a rational ground for the di t treatment given 
to loss by perils of the sea in contracts of eg weeny and 
in policies of marine insurance. It may be noted that | hicak ma 
in article 131 on the charterer’s liability for delay in ° 
where Sin han te fe Se wale 2 Ree a ee 

xted ty the vest dation of Oe eS ee v. 
Nnnington, For the delay to be excused it must be clearly brought 
home to the shipowner, 
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at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


A melancholy interest attaches to this book by reason of Mr. 
Cones untimely degth during his holiday in Norway. To what 
t the preparation of the work was due to him we are not told, 
but judged as a whole it is certainly a very meritorious performance. 
It is intended primarily for medical men, and within a small compass 
it contains an accurate and clear statement of the law bearing upon 
their position and duties. Perhaps in Part II., which deals with 
ivate practice, matters are touched on in which a layman would do 
better to consult a lawyer than to trust to his own reading. But the 
book is likely to be useful not only to doctors, but also to the lawyers 
who advise them, and in such chapters as those on restrictive agree- 
ments (p. 70) and sales of practices (p. 81) the law is collected with 
ial reference to the matter in hand. Amongst the numerous cases 
referred to in the former chapter some notice apparently should have 
been taken of the case of Davies v. Davies (36 W. R. 92, 36 Ch. D. 359) 
where the principles of the subject were discussed with reference to 
the changes that have taken place in the doctrine of public policy. 
Of special use are the parts of the book which treat of the duties of 
ublic medical officers and of quasi-public matters with which doctors 
ve todo. Thus Part III. includes chapters on medical officers of 
health, on poor law medical officers, and on public vaccinators, while 
in Part IV. will be found a very good statement of the provisions of 
the Lunacy Act, 1890. In the note on making wills with which the 
book closes it is perhaps a little dangerous to tell the medical public 
that “‘an attestation clause is not necessary to the validity of a will.” 
Of course the authors say that such a clause should be used, though the 
form they give is rather + descoconee abbreviated. Ifa form is supplied 
for common use, it ought surely to be the one usually found in wills. 
The book, as a whole, however, is excellently done, and is likely to 
become popular. 


CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE STAMP ON THE ASSIGNMENT OF A POLICY ON THE 
OCCASION OF A SEITLEMENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—In a recent number of the Soxicitors’ JovRrNat (vol. 34, p. 
780) it appears to be assumed that where, upon the occasion of a 
settlement, a settled policy is assigned by a separate deed, the separate 
deed should bear the proper 1d valorem stamp in respect of the policy. 


‘It may be convenient to mention that this is not, I believe, the view 


taken by the Stamp Office. I have been informed that it is there 
considered that the separate deed ought to be stamped with a 10s. 
poy Sage the ad valorem stamp placed upon the main settlement, 
and this is so even where the separate deed contains the usual 


covenants for keeping up the policy. CONVEYANCER. 





METROPOLITAN AND PROVINCIAL COUNTY COURT 
JUDGES. 


[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—In your issue of the Ist of November, in an article on the 
“New Position of the County Courts,” you express your opinion 
that ‘‘the metropolitan county court judges, like the metropolitan 
pee Sapenes, should receive larger salaries than their provincial 

. I venture to doubt whether, in fairness, any distinction 
could be drawn between metropolitan and provincial judges. 

You seem to base your opinion on the fact that, out of some 1,900 
remitted causes, 804 fell to the share of the metropolitan courts. But 
it is to be noted that the metropolitan judges have no bankruptcy or 
admiralty jurisdiction, so that against the figures cited by you must 
be set off 282 admiralty actions and 3,075 bankruptcies which were 
dealt with by the provincial judges. 

Judge Stonor’s judicial reputation seems to have attracted a large 
number of remitted causes to his courts, but from the official returns 
of 1890 it that he sat only on 165 days, while Judge Mar- 
tineau, who a gréat deal of travelling to do, sat on 199 days. 

Again, the ordi work of the metropolitan courts appears to be 
light when com with many of the provincial courts. The num- 
ber of ordi plaints in the heaviest metropolitan circuit (Bow and 
Shoreditch, No. 40) was 22,757. But compare these figures with 
those of some of the heavier provincial circuits—viz., No. 6 (Liver- 

» 32,595; No. 8 (Manchester), 36,174; No. 14 (Leeds), 30,960; 

. 21 (Birmingham), 44,195. It is very difficult to compare the 
amount of work done by the different judges. On some of the appa- 
rently lightly worked circuits the judge has to travel more hours than 
he sits in court, and, moreover, the amount involved in a case is no 
criterion as to the difficulty and labour in trying it. A heavy case 
with good counsel on both sides is much easier to try than a small 








case with two inferior advocates, neither of whom understand his 
own case or his opponent’s. 
Nov. 5. A PROVINCIAL JUDGE OF CouNnTY CouRTs. 





JUSTICES OF THE PEACE AND BANKRUPTCY AFFIDAVITS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—On and after January 1 any affidavit to be used in a bank- 
ruptey court may be taken in England and Wales before a justice of 
the peace for the county or place where it is sworn (Bankruptcy 
Act, 1890, ss. 24, 30). The section reads like an attempt to fit a 
square peg into a round hole in view of the recent discussion on the 
duties of commissioners; but as the Legislature has deemed the 
justices to be apt persons to perform such duties, presumably they 
must be so believed. 

Usually — of the peace, except stipendiary magistrates, are 
chary of doing anything independently of their clerk. Will it be 
so as to affidavits in bankruptcy? Then, as to fees, it does not 
appear that they will have the power to charge a fee on administer- 
ing the oath, the result may, therefore, be that affidavits in bank- 
ruptey may drift from commissioners for oaths in the country. 

There seems to be a very serious objection to the section named. 
Commissioners are prohibited by statute from taking affidavits in 
any matter in which they are interested, but the section referred to 
is silent on the subject of such a prohibition upon justices. The 
disqualification of justices from interest is believed to extend only so as 
to prevent them from acting judicially, except in cases under 
various statutes. The County Courts Act, 1888, s. 24, contains a 
similar power ; has it been found to work well ? 


28, Holford-square, W.C., Nov. 3. Gro. E. Sotomon. 





TRANSFER OF SHARES ON APPOINTMENT OF NEW 
. TRUSTEES. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’? Journal. ] 


Sir,—When a transfer of shares on the appointment of new 
trustees’ is expressed to be made for a nominal consideration, it is the 
practice of some companies to require the parties or their solicitors 
to indorse on the transfer a certificate that its object is to effectuate 
the appointment of new trustees. 

For many years past I have been accustomed, instead of inserting a 
nominal consideration, to let the transfer be expressed as made 
‘without pecuniary consideration, but in order to effectuate an 
appointment of new trustees.” 

is not only avoids the necessity for any separate certificate, but 
is undoubtedly the more accurate form; for every document ought, 
if possible, to shew within its four corners under what heading in the 
Stamp Act it is chargeable; indeed, section 10 of the present Stamp 
Act expressly declares that ‘‘all the facts and circumstances affecting 
the liability of any instrument to ad valorem duty are to be 
fully and truly set forth in the instrument.” 

I have never known exception to be taken to this form until a few 
days ago, when a provincial limited liability company of some 
importance declined to act upon such a transfer, contending that to 
do so would be contrary to section 30 of the Companies Act, 1862, as 
it would be receiving notice of a trust. I am satisfied that the objec- 
tion is untenable, but I should be glad to know if any other of your 
readers has ever been met by a similar objection, and, if so, with 
what result. L. W. L. 

Nov. 1. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
WILDING v. BEAN—No. 1, 3rd November. 
Practrice—W nit—Svsstirvutep ServicE—PeERson out or JURISDICTION. 


This was an a from the decision of a divisional court (Pollock, B., 
and Grantham, "cae aside an order for substituted service of the 
writ in the action. The plaintiff was the trustee in bankruptcy of one 
Moore, and he sued the defendant on a guarantee by jer under seal of 
the payment to Moore of the interest on a certain mortgage. The writ 
was issued on August 14, and was sent to Reading, where it was believed 
that the defendant was residing, in order to be served. , It was found 
that the defendant had left Reading, and the gentleman who had acted as 
her solicitor, on being applied to, refused to give her address. ‘Thereupon 
an application was for substituted service of the writ upon her, 
which was granted by the master and the j at chambers. The de- 
fendant then filed an affidavit in which she stated that she had left Eng- 
land for Italy on August 6 without any intention of evading the service 
of the writ, and that she was in ill health and habitually resided the 
greater part of the year on the Continent. The Divisional Court there- 
upon set aside the order, and the plaintiff appealed. 
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Tun Cover (Lord Esnez, M.R., and Laxotay and Lorss, L.JJ.) dismissed | the ship was detained beyond the lay days. ‘The only condition prevedan 
the appeal. Lord Esxer, M.R., said that the writ was an writ | to that obligation attaching was the commencement running out of 


for service in England and could not be served abroad. The plaintiff 
had not asked for leave to serve a writ out of the jurisdiction, and that 
was the only means by which he could serve a writ on the defendant so 
long as she was not within the jurisdiction. He asked for substituted 
service of this writ—that is to say, he wanted to do indirectly what he 
could not do directly. He could not serve this writ on the defendant out 
of the jurisdiction, and he could not have substituted service of it. If he 
were to get an order to serve a writ out of the jurisdiction it was ible 
that he might be able to obtain substituted service of that, but w: the 
writ was in its —) form he could not. The case was governed by 
Fry v. Moore (23 Q. B. D. 395), which was a decision of the Court of 
A — If the defendant had left the jurisdiction in order to evade service 
of the writ the case would be different, but under the circumstances the 
order could not be made.—Counset, Henn Collins, Q.C., and R. M. Bray ; 
Morton Daniel. Soxtcrrors, R. 8. Gregson ; G. B. Crook. 


REG, v. SOUTTER—No. 1, 3rd November. 


Loca, GovERNMENT—V ESTRYMAN—QUALIFICATION—18 & 19 Vict. c. 
120, s. 6. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Pollock, B., 
and Grantham, J.), reported 39 W. R. 8. On May 14, 1890, an election 
took place to fill three vacancies in the vestry of the parish of Bermondsey. 
Mr. Soutter was returned at the head of the poll, and a rule nisi in the 
nature of a guo warranto was obtained against him by one of the un- 
successful candidates on the ground that he was not duly qualified. B 
section 6 of the Metropolis Local Management Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. c. 
20), the qualification for a vestryman is laid down as the being rated or 
assessed to the relief of the poor upon a rental (in the case of the present 
parish) exceeding £25 per annum in re! t of a house, lands, tenements, 
or hereditaments within such parish, and the section further provides that 
a joint rating and a joint occupation of any such premises shall be suffi- 
cient to qualify each joint occupier in case the amount of rental on which 
all such occupiers are jointly rated will, when divided by the number 
of occupiers, give for each such occupier a sum not less than the 
amount uired. It ap that Mr. Soutter was rated at £19 in 
respect of the house in which he resided, and that he was also rated at 
£55 per annum jointly with another person in respect of a workman’s club 
of which he was the secretary, and the question was whether he could add 
this to the £19 per annum so as to qualify himself within the section. The 
Divisional Court held that he was not rated in respect of the club so as to 
bring himself within the section, and made the rule absolute for a quo 
warranto. Soutter appealed, but 


Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lixpiey and Lorgs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that, assuming that he was rated in 
respect of the club, he was not in occupation of the club, and was, there- 
fore, wrongly rated. It had been held in Mogg v. Clark (15 Q. B. D. 82) 
+hat in order to qualify under the section a person must both be in 
occupation of the property and be rated in respect of it, and he entirely 
agreed with and followed that decision. Of course, a person might be in 
occupation by his servants or by others of more than one set of premises 
in the parish, and, if so, he might add together the rentals in order to 
arrive at the sum required, but in this case there was no possibility of 
saying that Soutter and the other man were in joint occupation of the club 

remises. Lanpiey and Lops, L.JJ., concurred.—Cowunsgi, A. R. Cluer ; 
ynden Bell. Soxscrrors, Henry N. Phileor ; R. H. Ward. 


BUDGETT & CO. », BINNINGTON & CO.—No. 1, 31st October. 


Surp—Brit or Laprinc—CHARTER-PARTY—DEMURRAGE—FIXxED NUMBER OF 
DAYS ror Untoaprnc—Srrike, Detay py Reason or. 


Ap from the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division (Denman, 
Charles, and Vaughan Williams, JJ.) in favour of the defendants (39 
W.R. 13). The plaintiffs were indorsees of a bill of lading for a 
of barley shipped on board the defendants’ steamship. By the bill of 
lading the shippers or their assigns agreed to pay freight and demurrage 
as per charter-party. By the charter-party thirteen days, Sun- 
days excepted, were to be allowed for loading and unloading, but in no 
case should more than seven days be allowed for unloading ; demurrage, 
at a certain rate, to be payable over and above the lay days, the ship- 
owners having a lien for demurrage. Neither the bill of lading nor the 
charter-party contained any reference to strikes. The ship arrived at 
the port of discharge and commenced to unload. The unl » accord- 
ing to the custom of the port, was done partly by the shipowners and 
partly by the consignees, and for this purpose they each employed master 
stevedores to do the work. When the ship arrived there were six lay days 
left for unloading. The unloading proceeded for three days, when the 
dock labourers employed by the master stevedores struck work, and re- 
mained out on strike for six days, during which time no unloading was 
done, after which the unloading recommenced and was finished in two 
days. The defendants, the shipowners, claimed demurrage for the de- 
tention of the ship beyond the six days, and exercised their lien on the 
cargo. The plaintiffs paid the amount claimed under protest, and brought 
this action to recover it back. The action was tried before Cave, J., when 
the jury found that the shipowners were not ready and willing to do 
their part of that which it was customary for them to do. The Divisional 
Court having entered judgment for the defendants, the plaintiffs 


ap . 

ne Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Liypiey and Lorgs, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. Lord Esnzr, M.R., said that the obligation of the 
consignees was an absolute and independent contract to pay demurrage if 


the lay days. There was an exception, however, in case the unloading 
peel Aggy lg Mle Bim gn Big BM ms for whom he was re- 
sponsible. 
proof lay upon them. How far t 
whom he was responsible’? went he (the Master of 
eS a At any rate, it did not extend to persons who were not 
is servants or over he had nocontrol. Here the master stevedores 
employed the labourers, and the shipowners had no control over the latter. 
The cause of the delay was an unforeseen occurrence, for which no one was 
responsible. The delay was not, therefore, caused by any fault on the 
| sd mathe , and the plaintiffs were not excused from paying 
emurrage. NDLEY and Lopgs, L.JJ., concurred.—Covtnset, Cohen, 
Q.C., E. M. Bullen, and Pyke; Bucknill, Q.C., and J. V. Austin. Soxict- 
tors, Whites § Co., for Brittan, Press, Inskip, ¢ Co., Bristol; W. <A. 
Crump § Sons. 


BARNETT v. KING—No. 2, 3rd November. 


Bankruptrcy—ProvaB_e Dest or Lianmrry—Covenant sy Bankrupt 
ror Payment or Money sy nis ExecuTors AFTER HIS DeatH—Banx- 
ruptcy Act, 1883, s. 37. 

This was an appeal from a judgment of Stirling, J., the question raised 
turning upon the construction of section 37 of the Bankru Act, 1883. 
By a deed dated June 6, 1885, and made between R. D. of the one 
part and the plaintiff of the other part, R. D. King covenanted with the 
plaintiff, his executors, administrators, and assigns, that the executors 


Y | and administrators of him (R. D. King) should, within six calendar months 


from his death, pay to the plaintiff, his executors, administrators, and 
assigns, the sum of £3,000, and interest thereon at the rate of five per cent. 
- annum from the date of the death of R. D. King. In February, 1886, 
. D. King presented a petition in bankruptcy, and a receiving order was 
made against him on February 20, 1886. In August, 1886, his creditors 
to a scheme of nt of his affairs, which was su’ uently 
approved by the court. On November 2, 1887, R. D. King died, 
by his will appointed the defendants executors thereof. In June, 1888, 
the plaintiff commenced this action against the defendants, claiming, 
under the testator’s covenant contained in the deed of June 6, 1885, 
the sum of £3,000, and interest thereon at the rate of five per cent. 
per annum from November 2, 1887. The defendants raised the defence 
that any right of action which the plaintiff might have had under.the 
covenant was barred by the corer ges ings taken by R. D. King, 
of which proceedings the plaintiff was fully aware. Section 37 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, contains an enumeration of debts which are not 
provable in bankrupte, , and sub-section 3 enacts that, save as aforesaid, 
**all debts and liabilities, t or future, certain or contingent, to 
which the debtor is subject at the date of the receiving order, or to which 
he may become subject before his discharge by reason of any obligation 
incurred before the date of the receiving order, shall be deemed to be 
debts provable in bankruptcy. Stirling, J., held that the liability of the 
testator’s estate under the covenant was a debt or liability within section 37, 
and that any proceedings upon the covenant were barred by the bank- 
ruptcy sacetaliliais 
Tue Covrrt (Sir James Hannen and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
decision. Sir James Hannen said that the question resolved itself into 
whether an obligation to pay money out of the estate of the deceased six 
months after his death was a liability or obligation within the meaning of 
section 37. It was contended that only such liabilities were of 
proof, and, therefore, would be affected by the i i 
as related to the debtor personally, and that a 
could only arise after his death, was not within the meaning of the sec- 
tion. His lordship thought that was too narrow a construction of the 
words. In his opinion the section a not only to an obligation to 
pay money by the debtor himself, but to an obligation to pay out of his 
estate. The effect of the appellant's contention would be that, supposing 
the holder of this deed had taken proper to do so, he could not have 
— in respect of this liability under the y Act. That would 
an unreasonable conclusion, and, in his lordship’s opinion, any pro- 
ceedings under the deed were barred the proceedings in q 
Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsse., Herbert Reed and Cautley ; 
Graham Hastings, Q.C., and John Henderson, Soxtcrrons, Latham, Farmer, 
$ Co. ; Dawes ¢ Sons. 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
MAKINS v. PERCY IBOTSON & SONS—Kay, J., 3lst October. 
Company— MortoacB—DsnenturE—REcEIvVER AND MaNnaGEr. 
Motion by a debenture-holder for the appointment of a receiver and 


manager of the com . Bythe lum and articles of association 
~~ rar or hong f the ee (both present and future) 

u or any © 8 nt > 
including its uncalled capital. the tures were In similar words, and 
the principal was to become immediately on default in t 
of interest and notice in to the company. Default was and 
notice given, but the company were unable to pay, and it that « 
their account was 0 wn. All the debentures to 
the plaintiff, and almost all the shares of the company belonged to 


the SS ee a the company, who had occu- 
pied that position from its , and whom it was now desired to 





appoint receiver and manager to continue the business till it could be sold 
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as a going concern. The company appeared by separate counsel and soli- 
citors, and consented. 
Kay, J., said that, in the absence of authority, he should have hesitated 
to appoint a receiver and manager so as to enable the debenture-holder to 
on the business of the company. But the question had come before 
the late Master of the Rolls in Peek v. The Trimsaran Coal and Iron Co. 
(Limited) (24 W. R. 361, 2 Ch. D. 115), and that decision had been recently 
followed by Chitty, J., in an unreported case of Lord Campbell v. The 
Chesterton Colliery Co. He would, therefore, appoint the receiver and 
manager as desired, but the plaintiff must undertake to provide wages for 
the workmen up to £500, to realize the property as soon as possible, and 
to be responsible for the receipts of the receiver and manager till he should 
ive security.—CownseL, Renshaw, Q.C., and Hamilton ; Eustace Smith. 
uicttors, H. J, Ward ; Frank B. Moyle. 


Re WILLIAMS, WILLIAMS +. ACTON - North, J., Ist November. 


Witi—ConstructicN—APPornTMENT oF ‘‘ Restpvary LEGATER’’— 
Wuerner Rea Estate Passes. 


The question in this case was whether a testator’s real estate passed by 
his will and codicil, or whether he had died intestate as to his real estate. 
By his will the testator appointed executors, and bequeathed various pecu- 
miary legacies. He then left to his nephew E. his shares in a specified 
company, and added, ‘‘ I leave him to be my residuary legatee.’’ The will 
contained no reference to real estate. It was executed in July, 1869. In 
February, 1875, the testator made a codicil to his will. The nephew had 
died in the meantime. The codicil was as follows :—‘‘ My desire is that 
the children of my nephew who is recently dead should take such parts of 
my estate as he would have taken, whether as residuary legatee or as my 
sole next of kin, if he had survived me, and I give and devise the same 
equally between them accordingly.’’ It did not appear whether the tes- 
tator had any real estate at the date of his will. It was admitted that, 
having regard to the authorities, it could not be successfully contended 
that by the will alone the testator’s real estate would have passed to the 
nephew if he had survived the testator. But it was argued that, inas- 
much as the nephew would have taken all the testator’s residuary personal 
estate under the will, and could have taken nothing as the testator’s next 
of kin, the words ‘‘ as my sole next of kin ’’ in the codicil must be read as 

ing ‘‘ my heir-at-law,’’ otherwise they would have no meaning at all. 
The intention of the codicil must have been that the nephew’s children 
should take all that he, if he had survived the testator, would have taken 
either under the will or by devolution of law. The use of the word 
** devise ’’ in the codicil was also relied upon. 

Nort, J., declined to accede to this argument, and held that the 
testator had died intestate as to real estate. It was clear that the will 
would not have pas the real estate to the nephew. The intention of 
the codicil was to substitute the children of the deceased nephew for him- 
self. They were to take ‘‘ such parts of my estate as he would have 
taken.” It was not a complete disposition. It was not intended to give 
to the children of the nephew anything more than he would have taken 
under the will. It was not intended to be substitutionary as regarded the 

estate and additional as regarded the real estate. The use of the 
word ‘‘ devise ’’ was not sufficient to shew that real estate was intended to 
pass. His lordship thought that the words ‘‘ next of kin”’ in the codicil 
referred only to some possible infirmity in the title of the nephew as resid- 
nary legatee.—CovnseL, Fryer ; Hornell; J. G. Wood. Sorscrrors, W. & J. 
Flower & Nussey. 


Re THE NEW DURHAM SALT CO.—North, J., 30th October. 


Compaxy—Istexpep isstre or Denentcres—IncompteTe Deep or Tavst— 
Cuarce on Comwraxy’s Prorertry—Contract—SratcTe or Fravps. 
The question in this case was, whether some persons who had applied 
for debentures of the company and had advanced money to the company, 
but had never actually received debentures, were entitled to a charge on 
the property of the company. A prospectus was issued by the company 
in January, 1889, which contained the following statement :—‘‘ The com- 
y offer for immediate subscription £20,000 in Eight per Cent. First 
| Bin Debenture Bonds, in amounts of £50 each. These bonds will 
be secured on the entire property of the company, and the interest will be 
ble half-yearly on January 1 and July 1.”’ Caroline Campion and 
persons applied, on a printed form of application, for £50 debentures 
** upon the terms of the company’s prospectus.’’ The directors afterwards 
resolved to allot the debentures thus applied for, the minutes of their reso- 
lution being signed by the chairman, and letters of allotment, signed by 
the secretary, were afterwards sent to the applicants. The applicants 
= to the company the amount intended to be secured by the 
for which they respectively applied, but no debentures were 
actually issued to them. In February, 1889, the company issued a prospectus 
of a second issue of debentures. This prospectus stated that the debentures 
then offered were to be a first charge, but it did not ‘define any particular 
property on which they were to be charged. Quin and others applied for 
debentures on the terms of the second prospectus. They received letters 
of allotment, and advanced their money ; but they, like the applicants for 
the first issue, never obtained any debentures. In May, 1889, a trust deed 
( wently executed by the company) was red for securing the in- 
debentures. The deed contained a recital that the company had deter- 
mined to raise money by the is«ue of debentures framed in accordance with 
the form set forth in a schedule thereto, and the operative part purported to 
grant to trustees for the debenture-holders certain freehold propert 
in the schedule. No schedule was, in fact, appended to the deed. 
suitlioate te was whether, in the case of cither the first or second set of 
for debentures, there was a sufficient agreement binding on the 











company so as to create a charge on their property. The company was in 
liquidation. On behalf of the first set of applicants it was pow be. that 
there was a contract, definite in its terms, as to the property to be charged, 
and that the signature of the chairman to the minutes, and the signature 
of the secretary to the letters of allotment, were sufficient to take the case 
out of the Statute of Frauds. On behalf of the second set of applicants it 
was contended that there was sufficient in the second prospectus to shew 
that the debentures then proposed to be issued were intended to be part of 
the same issue as those mentioned in the first prospectus. 

Nortn, J., held that the first set of applicants had a valid charge on the 
company’s property, but that the secoud had not. He was of opinion that 
the signature of the secretary, who was the proper person to issue the 
letters of allotment, was the signature of an agent of the company duly 
authorized to communicate the resolution of the directors, and that there 
was a definite agreement which operated to charge the property of the 
company in favour of the first set of applicants. But, there being nothing 
in the second prospectus to indicate what property was intended to be 
charged, he held that the second set of applicants had no charge.— 
CounseL, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and D. L. Alexander ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., 
and Farwell. Souscrrors, Wynne, Holme, § Wynne; Pritchard, Englefield, § 
Co. 

Re FORD, GILBERT v. FORD—Stirling, J., 30th October. 


Votcntary Deep or Girt—CoveNnants ror T1TLE AND FurtuHer AssvURANCE 
—Prior Deep or Gret—Extent or REMEDY UNDER COVENANTS. 


Adjourned summons. The testator by deed of gift, dated the 18th of 
November, 1886, assigned unto his second wife, F. E. Ford, certain furni- 
ture and effects in his house, absolutely. By indenture dated the 29th of 
March, 1888, the testator, in consideration of natural love and affection, 
assigned to his daughter, E. F. Gilbert, the plaintiff, absolutely, certain 
furniture and effects in his house including the greater part of the pro- 
perty included in the deed of the 18th of November, 1886, and also cove- 
nanted that he had good title to assign such effects free from incumbrances 
and that he and all persons claiming under him would at all times war- 
rant and defend the said premises unto her against all persons whomso- 
ever. It was admitted by all parties that the plaintiff was aware of the 
existence of the previous deed of gift to F. E. Ford, and evidence was 
given by her that she had been informed by the testator that such prior 
deed was invalid. ‘Che testator made his will in May, 1888, appointing 
the defendants, P. Willmot and 8. F. Gilbert, his executors and trustees, and 
devised and bequeathed his real estate and his residuary personal estate 
in trust for the plaintiff and his son, J. F. Ford, upon certain trusts, in 
the proportions of three-fifths and two-fifths respectively. The testator 
died on the 18th of May, 1889. On the 3lst of May, 1889, F. E. Ford 
commenced an action in the Queen’s Bench Division against the executors 
claiming the property included in the deed of gift of the 18th of Novem- 
ber, 1886. This action was compromised, and the property claimed, some 
of which was in the possession of E. F. Gilbert, the plaintiff, at the time 
of her father’s death, was given up by her and by the executors to the 
widow. In the course of administration, E. F. Gilbert, the plaintiff, 
claimed as against the testator’s estate, the value of the property so given 
up by her, by virtue of the covenants in her favour contained in the deed 
of the 29th of March, 1888. 

Srmurne, J., held that the plaintiff’s claim must be admitted. There 
was no doubt that there was an absolute covenant for title, not simply for 
the interest of the grantor in the chattels, but for the chattels themselves, 
for good title free from incumbrances. It turned out that he had, in fact, 
no title to the property in question, having executed a prior deed of gift 
of it to his wife. After his death the widow asserted her title, so both the 
covenants in the deed of 1888 had been broken, and damages were recov- 
erable against the testator or his estate. The objection that the plaintiff 
was aware of the existence of the prior deed could not now be taken into 
consideration, upon the simple construction of the deed of 1888. There 
could be no ground for the rectification of this deed, for it could not be 

resumed that the testator did not intend to enter into these covenants ; 
he must be taken to have so intended, so that, in case he could not fully assign 
the property, he would put the grantee in the same position as if she were 
taking the benefit originally the subject of the deed of gift. The facts 
amounted to an eviction, and the grantee, the plaintiff, had been deprived 
of her benefit by the action of the widow under her prior title. The 
plaintiff’s claim must be admitted, and there would be a reference to 
chambers to assess the damages. With regard to the views of convey- 
ancers, and especially to Dart, Vendors and Purchasers, vol. 2, p. 886, 
referring to Co. Litt. 384 a, as to the doubt mentioned there whether such 
a covenant extends to a known defect, and to the suggestion that the in- 
tention should be clearly expressed in the deed itself, the statement in that 
work appeared to be correct, and when the deed itself extended to a 
particular defect, it would extend to that none the less because the defect 
was known to the grantee at the time of execution of the deed.—Covunset, 
Buckley, Q.C., and 7. 7. Methold ; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and F. H. Colt ; 
Kenyon Parker, Sorscrrons, Roweliffes §& Co., for Wright §& Hassall, Leam- 
ington; H. Tyrrell & Son, for H. C. Passman, Leamingtofi. 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
COUNTY COUNCIL OF DURHAM +. ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE OF THE 
CHESTER-LE-STREET POOR LAW UNION—4th November. 

Poon Rare—Inxpvustatat Scnoors—Rateaniary—Inpvstria Scuoois Acts, 
1866 anv 1872 (29 & 30 Vicr. c, 118 anv 35 & 36 Vicr. c. 21). 

The gas. raised in this case was, whether a county industrial school, 
ed under the above-mentioned Acts, is liable to be rated for the 
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relief of the poor. In the year 1881 the court of quarter sessions of the 
county of Durham, acting as the ‘‘ prison authority ”’ for the county (with 
the consent of the Home Secretary), purchased property for the purpose 
of establishing an industrial school, and in 1885 the school was opened, 
the Home Secretary having certified that it was fit for the reception of 
children under section 7 of the Act of 1866. The buildings afford no 
accommodation further than such as is essential for the proper employ- 
ment and education of the boys. The school has been maintained partly 
by grants in aid paid by the Government under the Industrial Schools 
Acts and partly by sums raised out of the county rates. Upon the coming 
into operation of the Local Government Act, 1888, on the Ist of April, 
1889, the management of the school was taken over from the quarter 
sessions by the county council. The school having been rated for the 
relief of the poor, the county council objected, and the question now came 
before the High Court in the form of a special case stated by the court of 
quarter sessions. It was contended on behalf of the county council that 
the case fell within the decision of Coomber v. The Justices of Berkshire (9 
App. Cas. 61). 

Day, J., said that the question was whether or not these industrial 
schools were rateable for the relief of the poor. Primd facie, all property 
was rateable, bui there were certain exceptions. Crown property was of 
course exempt, and under that head fell post offices and other offices which 
were under the immediate control of servants of the Crown. Another head 
comprised buildings occupied guasi for the Crown—for instance, assize 
courts, county courts, and prisons; these were also exempt from rating. 
It was said that industrial schools came under that head. An industrial 
school, however, was not a prison; certainiy, persons who were sent there 
were obliged to remain there, but that did not constitute a prison. 
It was said that these schools existed solely for the benefit of the 
public, but that applied to many other forms of property, and did 
not affect the question of rateability; the same was true of 
the fact that the schools were built with public money. That 
was probably the case with all industrial schools in the first 
instance. It had been decided that industrial schools supported by 
private money were rateable, and the fact of their being supported 
mainly by public money and managed by public officials did not affect 
their rateability. It was said that certain passages in judgments as to 
the rateability of privately managed schools shewed that the cases would 
have been differently decided if the schools had been public. That was a 
fallacious argument. Judges decided cases upon reasons which were 
satisfactory as to those particular cases, and their decisions should not be 
applied to other states of fact. This building, it seemed, was rateable 
when in the hands of the county justices. It was now in the hands of the 
county council, and whatever might be said of the justices acting in a 
judicial capacity, it could not be contended that the county council were 
servants of the Crown. Even in the case of the justices, this building 
was not used by them as a court, and it was, therefore, rateable. 
A fortiori it was rateable when in the hands of the county council. 
Again, the county council could give up the schools if they wished ; it 
was conceivable that there should be a tenant of these schools, so that 
the argument that they were ‘struck with sterility’’ was of no avail. 
In his opinion, therefore, the schools were 1ateable. Lawrance, J., con- 
curred. Appeal dismissed._-CounszL, Walton, Q.C., and Simey; R. 8. 
Wright and R. C. Glen. Soxtcrrors, H. C. Cook § Ball, for Ralph Simey, 
Durham ; Indermaur § Brown, for F. J. Radford, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 


SHOWERS 1. THE ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE OF THE CHELMSFORD 
UNION—4Ath November. 


Poor Rate—Pouice Station—DweE.urnes or Potice—RarTeaBiity. 


Tn this case the appellants had been rated for the relief of the poor in 
respect of their occupation of certain buildings known as Springfield Court, 
near Chelmsford. The appellants were the chief constable, the deputy 
chief constable, and other officers of the police of the county of Essex. 
Springfield Court belonged formerly to the county justices, but since the 
coming into operation of the Local Government Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. 
c. 41), has been vested in a joint committee of the justices and the county 
council. The premises are used exclusively for the purposes of the police, 
and consist of dwelling-houses (with the usual accommodation) in which 
the officers reside, a store-house for police clothing, clerks’ offices, a parade 
ground, and stables for police horses. The whole building is under one 
roof, and the premises and grounds are enclosed by a brick wall. Thére 
are no cells in use on the premises ; the county police make use of a portion 
of the Shire Hall in Chelmsford as a police office. Each of the officers 
pays a rack-rent for the premises occupied by him, such rent being 
deducted from his pay and applied in aid of the police rate. It was con- 
tended by the appellants that the whole of Springfield Court was a police 
station, and exempt from rateability, and Coomber v. The Justices of Berks (32 
W..R. 525), Justices of Lancashire v. Overseers of Stretford (E. B. & FE. 225), 
Reg. v. St. Martin's, Leicester (15 W. R. 1036), and Martin v. West Derby 
Union (31 W. R. 489) were cited. 

Day, J., said that he did not for a moment dissent from the judgments 
which had been referred to. No doubt where portions of a building which 
itself was not rateable were occupied by persons in a public capacity those 
portions were not rateable. But in the present case there was a building 
occupied by persons connected with the county police—a residence for 
= —the rateability of which was the question at issue. It was not a 

uilding which was notoriously not rateable. No doubt it might be that 
portions of Springfield Court—for instance, the police stables and stores— 
were not rateable ; but these places did not constitute an integral whole ; 
on were only a part, and perhaps a small part, of the building the rate- 
ability of which was in question. Therefore the judgment of the Lord 


were residences for certain officers of police and their families, for which 
they paid rent. The fact that one wall surrounded these dwellings and 
places where police horses and clothes were kept made no difference 
as to their rateability, and there could be no doubt that if they were 
outside that wall they would be rateable. They did not come under the 
head of exemption which covered police stations ; a police station meant 
a place where police were stationed for their duty, and for nothing else, 
not a place whee they lived for their own convenience. The appeal 
failed, and these persons must be rated. Lawkrance, J., agreed, 
thought that the case was covered by Gambier v. Lydford (2 W. R. 226). 
Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Channell, Q.C., and Woollett; W. J. Grubbe 
and Dufield. Sortcrrors, FE. M. Hill ; Paterson, Snow, Bloxam, & Kinder, for 
H. ¢ Hl. W. Gibson, Ongar. 
SHEPHERD v. BERGER—4Ath November. 


LaNpLorp AND Tenantr—Action or Esecrment—Forrerrure— Levy or 
Distress—W Alver. 


The question arising in this case was whether a landlord, by levying a 
distress upon the demised premises, had waived his right to re-entry for 
non-payment of reut. The premises were demised by the plaintiff to the 
defendant in May, 1889, for twenty-one years, the rent being payable upon 
the usual quarter-days. The lease contained a proviso for re-entry if a 
quarter’s rent or part thereof was in arrear for twenty-one days, “‘ and no 
sufficient distress can be had or levied for the same.’’ On the 25th of 
March, 1890, £107 10s. rent was in arrear. In April the plaintiff dis- 
trained upon the premises and seized furniture, the proceeds of which 
covered only a part of the amount due. In May the plaintiff commenced 
an action of ejectment in the Mayor’s Court. On the case coming on, the 
point was taken, on behalf of the defendant, that the plaintiff, by levying 
the distress, had affirmed the existence of the tenancy at the date of the 
distress, and that, as no more rent had become due at the time of action 
brought, there was no forfeiture, and the plaintiff ought to be nonsuited. 
The Recorder gave judgment for the plaintiff, and the defendant appealed. 
The case of Ward v. Day (11 W. R. 948, 12 W. R. 829) was relied on for 
the appellant, and the respondent cited Brewer v. Eaton (3 Douglas, 230) 
and Cotesworth v. Spokes (9 W. R. 436). 7 

Day, J., was of opinion that the forfeiture which had accrued on the 
expiration of the twenty-one days had been waived by the levying of the 
distress. Distress could only be levied during the continuance of the 
term, except under circumstances which did not arise in the present case. 
The proviso for re-entry was in a somewhat unusual form. At common 
law before the landlord could re-enter it was necessary for him 
to shew that a demand for the rent had been made upon the 
day when it was due, and that practice had been ‘surrounded by 
formalities which made it very inconvenient. Discussions often arose 
as to the precise hour of the day at which the demand was made, 
for it must not be either too early or too late. The various Acts 
which remedied this gave no encouragement to the landlord to enforce a 
forfeiture where there was sufficient distress upon the premises ; some 
evidence must be given that at the expiration of twenty-one days there 
was no sufficient distress w the premises, and then the landlord’s remedy 
could be applied. As to the case of Brewer v. Eaton, there was nothing 
in the case to shew that a broker must actually attempt to levy on the 
premises in order to see whether there was any distress or not — the 
absence of sufficient distress might be proved in other ways than by 
sending a broker with a distress warrant. In many later cases it had 
been held that a levy of distress operated as a waiver of a forfeiture, an 
affirmance by the landlord of an existing tenancy; if there were no 
tenancy the distress would be unlawful. e plaintiff had clearly waived 
the forfeiture here, and the defendant ought to have succeeded in these 
proceedings. Lawrance, J., . Judgment for the appellant.— 
CounseL, H. Kisch ; Candy, Q.C., and Morton Smith. Sortcrrons, Joseph 
Davis ; Moon §& Gilks, 

REG. v. JUDGE OF CLERKENWELL COUNTY COURT AND HILL— 
5th November. 

County Covrts—Remirrev Action—Powsr or Jupce to Amenp—Covunty 

Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), s. 65. 


This was an action wa ¢ guarantee remitted to the county court, 
entitled Baker v. Hill. hearing the evidence the judge e 

his opinion that Baker was not the proper y to sue, but he dec to 
entertain an application for leave to amend by adding one Martin as ce- 
plaintiff, on the ground that he had no jurisdiction to make such an 
amendment in an action remitted under section 65 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888. A rule having been obtained, the defendant now shewed cause, 
under section 131 of the said Act, an order being issued directing 
the judge to hear and determine such an a to amend. 

Tue Covrt (Day and Lawrancs, JJ.) held that the power to amend the 
parties upon the record was clearly within the jurisdiction of a judge of 
the county court in a remitted action just as much as in actions v 
commenced therein, but as to whether such amendment should be allo 
they expressed no opinion. It was entirely at the discretion of the judge. 
—CounsgL, Woollett; H. Smith. Sotscrrors, W". Weller; H. J. Smith. 


Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ee parte BALING LOCAL BOARD, ke TREHEARNE—C. A. No. 1, 
Bist October. : 


Banxxrvurrey—Provrrty or Bankacet—Trrie or Tausrae—PayMent BY 
CGARNISHER ArtER Recervine Onpar—Bayxrvrtey Act, 1883, s. 45. 





Chief Justice in Martin vy. West Derby Union had no application. These 


This was an appeal against a decision of Cave, J. (4 Souterrers’ 
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JournaL, 719). The question was whether debtors to a bankrupt, who 
en of the debt to a judgment creditor of the bankrupt, who 
a garnishee order absolute against them, were bound to 
the amount which they had so paid over again to the trustee in the 
bankruptcy. On the llth of April, 1889, Trehearne, a contractor for 
, entered into a contract with the Ealing Local Board for the 
execution of certain works, under which, in August, 1889, a large sum of 
was due to him from the board. On the 22nd of July Fardell & 
Co. obtained a judgment against him for £78 19s. 6d., and on the 2nd of 
August they obtained a garnishee order nisi attaching the debt due from 
the board to Trehearne to answer the judgment debt. On the 8th of 
A’ an application to make the order absolute came on for hearing, 
and it was then between the clerk to the board and Messrs. 
Fardell’s solicitor that it should be made absolute, but that Messrs. Fardell 
should not enforce it by execution before the 5th of October, the board 
ne to hold the £78 19s. 6d. in the meantime on behalf of Messrs. 
Fardell at their disposal, and to hand the same over on the 5th of 
October. is arrangement was embodied in two letters written by 
Messrs. Fardell’s solicitor and the clerk to the board. The reason for the 
arrangement was, that the board had risen for the vacation, and that there 
could be no ing till the 3rd of October, and no cheque could be 
drawn till then. On the 6th of September a receiving order was made 
i , and he was adjudicated a bankrupt on the 13th of 
- On the 3rd of October the local board paid Messrs. Fardell 
the £78 19s. 6d. The official receiver vat for an order declaring that the 
£78 19s. 6d. was part of the property of the bankrupt divisible among his 
creditors, and directing the board to pay the amount to the trustee. 
Section 45 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides that, ‘‘ (1) where a 
creditor has issued execution against the goods or lands of a debtor, or 
has attached any debt due to him, he shall not be entitled to retain the 
benefit. of the execution or attachment against the trustee in bankruptcy 
of the debtor, unless he has completed the execution or attachment before 
the date of the receiving order and before notice of the presentation of any 
pea a cape petition by or against the debtor, or of the commission of any 
a act of bankruptcy by the debtor. (2) For the purposes of this 
- - - an attachment of a debt is completed by receipt of the 
debt.’ Cave, J., held that, there haviag been no payment under the 
garnishee order to Messrs. Fardell before the date of the receiving order, 
the board must pay the £78 19s. 6d. to the trustee, in whom the right to 
receive it had become vested. 


Tae Cover (Lord Esnex, M.R., and Lixpiey and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Lord Esnex, M.R., said that if the local board had, before the 
receiving order, paid the money to Messrs. Fardell, they would have been 
relieved from the obligation to pay Trehearne or his trustee. But they 
did not pay Messrs. Fardell before the receiving order, and the moment 
was made they could not pay Messrs. Fardell. They were 
bound to pay the trustee, whose title had then accrued, and they could not 

that li by paying Messrs. Fardell. They in fact paid the 
amount to Messrs. Fardell, but not under the garnishee order, but in con- 
of a new contract, They could not, by any such contract, oust the 
i of the trustee. Lixpier, L.J., said that the arrangement amounted 
only to an extension of the time for payment by the board. Before the 
board had discharged their liability Trehearne had become a bankrupt, 
and the effect of this was that Messrs. Fardell had lost their security on 
the bankrupt’s . The arrangement with the board did not give 
them any security. pes, L.J., concurred.—ConseL, Clayton ; Muir 
Mackenzie. Souictrons, Wright & Pilley; W. W. Aldridge. 
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County Courts. 
PHYSICK & LOWE -. GWYNNE and PAGE—Marylebone, 23rd October. 
Coxtract ror Sate—Acents’ Commission. 


Judge Sroxox delivered judgment as follows :—The plaintiffs, who are 
house , sue the defendants, who are trustees of the marriage settle- 
a Mr. and Mrs. Wood, for the sum of £27 10s., commission for 
a haser of a leasehold house at Greville-place, Middlesex. 

are as follows :—Mr. Wood in April, 1889, instructed 
to find a purchaser for the house in question, and in the fol- 
got from 4 Miss Moses 4 written offer of £1,000, which they 
at once to Mr. Wood, who, after discussing such offer with 
Physick, and inquiring the amount of commission which 
due to the plaintiffs, and expressing himself satisfied as to 
both, informed the plaintiff Physick that the consent of the trustees of the 
above settlement would be neceseary, and the plaintiff Physick was there- 
wpes Aaaiihed with the following letter from Mrs. Wood :—“ 10th May, 
.-—Dear Sirs,—I have an offer of £1,000 for No. 12, Greville-road, 
which, to your consent, I am willing to accept ; as the purchaser 
is anxious to complete at once, will you kindly let me have your reply as 
soon as possible, and much oblige, Yours sincerely, Many A. Woov.— 
Jno. Gwynne, Esq., and Wm. J. Page, ¥sq.’’ The plaintiff Physick called 
with this letter on the defendant Gwynne, who expressed himself willin 
to consent if his co-trustee, the defendant Page, would also consent; and, 
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ultimately, as by the « , both trustees consented 
without any or any further information or inquiry as to the 
of the sale, but subject to a tion for the due investment 

the money in their namex in Consols. reapon the plaintiffs wrote 
the letter :—*‘ ith May, 1880.—Madam,--As agents for and on 
behalf of our cient, Mr. Henry Wood (acting under instructions from Mrs, 


Wood's trustees, Messrs. Gwynne and Page), we hereby accept your offer 








of the 10th inst. of one thousand pounds (£1,000) for No. 12, Greville-road, 
and as stakeholders acknowledge the receipt of £100, being a deposit on 
the sale.—Yours faithfully, Puysicx & Lows, Agents for and on behalf of 
Henry Wood, Esq.—Miss Moses, 34, Springfield-road.’’ So far there is no 
conflict of evidence ; but the plaintiff Physick deposes that at his interview 
with the defendant Gwynne some conversation pees between them with 
reference to commission. This the defendant Gwynne positively denies. 
On the other hand the defendant Gwynne positively deposes that at such 
interview he said that, although he would make no objection to the sale, he 
must express his opinion that the price was ridiculously low, and this the 
plaintiff Physick positively denies. Upon both these points I give credence 
to the defendant Gwynne. So far it is clear that the trustees mistook 
their position and their duties, and regarded themselves merely as consent- 
ing parties (almost as if they had been only bare trustees) and not as 
fiduciary vendors, and the plaintiffs so regarded them, and also regarded 
Mr. Wood as the actual vendor and themselves as his agents. The 
purchase subsequently proceeded for several weeks much in the same 
fashion. Mr. Wood’s solicitors, by his instructions, communicated at once 
with the trustees’ solicitor, and procured certain deeds from the trustees, 
prepared an abstract. and furnished such abstract and produced such deeds 
to the purchaser’s solicitor. The marriage settlement, however, could not 
be found, and the purchaser ultimately obtained an order of the Chancery 
Division, dated the 1st of November, 1889, upon an originating summons 
entitled Moses v. Wood's Trustees, in which the defendants in this case 
appeared and defended, and by such order it was declared that a requisition 
for the production of the marriage settlement had not been 
sufficiently answered by the vendors, and that a good title had not 
been shewn, and it was ordered that the trustees should return to 
the applicant her deposit. Mr. Wood’s solicitors appeared for the 
trustees on the above summons, and, subsequently to the above order being 
made, wrote the following letters to the plaintiffs’ solicitors, in answer to a 
letter from them applying for the payment of the plaintiffs’ commission :— 
‘7th March, 1890. Dear Sirs.—12, Greville-road.—As soon as the trustees 
have received all the accounts relating to the abortive sale, they will 
arrange to get in funds for the purpose of disc ing them. At present 
they have no cash in hand, and it will be better not to deal with the matter 
in piecemeal.—Yours faithfully, Muttens & Bosanquet.—Messrs. Physick 
& Lowe.”” ‘‘10th May, 1890. Dear Sirs.—12, Greville-road.—We have 
received your letter of yesterday’s date. The reason of the delay in 
paying Messrs. Physick & Lowe’s claim is that our clients, who are trustees, 
have no funds in hand at present to meet it. We are writing our clients 
to urge the matter on, and hope to be able to arrange for the account to 
be settled by the end of next week.—Yoursfathfully, Muttens & Bosanquet. 
—Messrs. Cooper & Bake, Solicitors.””’ The commission has not yet been 
paid, and the defendants’ solicitors now state that they had no instructions 
or authority to write these letters. The plaintiffs have consequently 
brought the present action. Upon these facts I am of opinion that the 
defendants, by appearing to the summons in the Chancery Division, and 
opposing the order then made, did adopt the contract of sale and constitute 
themselves vendors so far as regarded their cestui que trusts and the intended 
purchaser ; but I do not think that they thereby adopted the collateral 
contract which Mr. Wood entered into expressly or impliedly with the 
plaintiffs for payment of commission, and which commiesion undoubtedly 
became due to them immediately on their obtaining the written offer of 
Miss Moses. The defendants no doubt were aware, as the defendant 
Gwynne candidly admitted at the trial, that a commission was customarily 
payable to a house agent upon a sale, but such commission might be 
payable by either the vendor or the purchaser, or both might be varied in 
its rate by agreements, and in the present case might have been actually 
paid when it became due. With regard to the letters, whether binding on 
the defendants or not, I think that they only amounted to a promise to 
y out of principal or income in the defendants’ hands properly applicable 
y them to this commission, and I have some doubt whether, under the 
circumstances of this case, any portion of the funds in question would be 
properly applicable to this commission. At all events, there is no proof 
that any such moneys ever came to their hands. Mr. Wood, of course, 
remains liable personally to the plaintiffs for the same. In the present 
action I must therefore find for the defendants; but as I think that their 
adoption of the contract by ap ing to and defending the summons, 
together with the promises or expectations contained in the letters of their 
solicitors, have seriously misled the plaintiffs, I shall give no costs. 
Judgment accordingly.—CounseL, Gregson Ellis; Bray. 











LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupexts’ Denatine Sociery.—Nov. 4.—The usual weekly meeting 
of this society was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, W.C., Mr. 
Percy Marshall in the chair. Mr. Sinclair Cox opened tke debate, ‘‘ That 
it is expedient to restrict the im tion of aliens into the United King- 
dom,”” Mr. W. J. Blagg opened the negative of the subject. The debate 
was then declared , When the following tlemen addressed the 
meeting :—In the tive, Messrs. Arthur Smith, R. T. Blakistone, 
Harry Watkins, A. W. Watson, and R. Atcherley; in the negative, Mesers. 
Arthur Smith, C. T. Rowsell, J. D. Crawford, W. M. Woodhouse, H. 
Crouch, Clarence Harcourt, T. H. Bower, H. Foden Pattinson, Shoreunkeh, 
Sawyerr, and Cuthbert Curtis. Mr. Sinclair Cox replied, and the chair- 
man put the motion to the meeting, when there voted—in the affirmative, 
7; in the negative, 15. The motion was therefore lost by a majority of 8. 
There were thirty-two members and,three visitors present. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Mr. Ciement Mitwarp, Q.C., died at the Lodge, Alice Holt, 
Hants, on the 26th ult. Mr. Milward was born in 1821. He entered 
as a student at the Middle Temple in 1843, and was called to the 
bar on the 6th of November, 1846. He was appointed Queen’s Counsel 
on the 16th of February, 1865, and a reals of his inn on the 
9th of May in the same year. Mr. Milward practised on the Northern 
Circuit, where he had a large practice. He also practised before Par- 
liamentary committees. He filled the office of treasurer of the Middle 
Temple in 1880, and it was in that year that the entrance to the 
Temple from the Thames Embankment wascompleted. Mr. Milward wag 
the third son of the late Rear-Admiral Clement Milward, of Tullogher, 
County Kilkenny, Ireland, and married on the 8th of May, 1856, Eliza- 
beth Jane, widow of Percy Coventry, who survives him. He has left 
one daughter, Mary Eliza, the wife of Lieut-Col. Richard Knox, late of 
the 13th Hussars. 


Mr. Tuomas Henry Srreet, solicitor, died on the 22nd ult., at 27, 
Lincoln’s - inn - fields. He was born in 1816, and was articled to 
his father, Mr. Thomas Street, of Brabant - court, Philpot - lane, 
E.C., and was admitted a solicitor in Hilary Term, 1838. He 
was married in 1848 to Jane Elizabeth Proctor, daughter of the Rev. 
George Proctor, D.D., rector of Hadley, in Middlesex. He was married a 
second time in 1884 to Henrietta Sara Orr Ireland, daughter of William 
Henry Street, St. John’s, New Brunswick. He has left two sons and a 
daughter by his first wife. He joined his father’s firm in 1839, and they 
carried on their business as Gilbert, Hook, & Street, and afterwards as 
Hook, Street, & Gutleres, at 1, Brabant-court, Philpot-lane, until 1863, 
when they removed to 27, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, where the practice has 
since been carried on. In 1875 he was joined by Mr. Alfred Poynder, 
M.A. Camb., and the business has since been conducted under the style of 
Street & Poynder. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas Henry Scuourrevp, solicitor, of Barnsley, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Scholfield was admitted a solicitor 
in February, 1882, and is a commissioner for oaths for the County Palatine 
of Lancaster. 


Mr. Atrrep Tuomas Simpson, solicitor, of Tunbridge Wells, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Simpson was admitted a 
solicitor in November, 1881, and is clerk to the Pembury School Board. 


Mr. Frepertck Watrter Srrvx, solicitor, of Hull, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Spink was admitted a solicitor in April, 
1884, and is prosecuting solicitor to the Hull Corporation. 

Mr. Herrert Sxeruarp, solicitor, of 27, College-street, College-hill, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Shephard was admitted a 
solicitor in January, 1880. 


Mr. Wrtu1aM Sprickert, solicitor, of Pontypridd, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Spickett was admitted a solicitor in May, 
1883, and is assistant-clerk to the Pontypridd Guardians. 


Mr. Joun MeLLowpen Suaw, solicitor, of Oldham, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Shaw was admitted a solicitor in Feb- 
ruary, 1882. 


Mr. Cectt Barnsrrpcr Tayor, solicitor, of Liverpool, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Taylor was admitted a solicitor in May, 
1883. 


Mr. Ricuarp Bremner Tourer, solicitor, of 6, Serjeants’-inn, Fleet- 
street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Toller 
was admitted a solicitor in Trinity Term, 1871. 


Mr. Artruur Turner, solicitor, of 84, Cannon-street, E.C., has been 
—* a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Turner was admitted a solicitor 
in November, 1883. 

Mr. Roxsert Turner, solicitor, of Manchester, has on appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Turner was admitted a solicitor in April, 
1883. 


Mr. Atrrep WiuMorr Vennta, solicitor, of Liskeard, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Venning was admitted a solicitor in July, 


Mr. Tuomas Wess Wrt.tams, B.A., solicitor, of Bristol, has been 
ee a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Williams was admitted a 
solicitor in April, 1884. 

Mr. Outver Joun Wiiitams, LL.B. Lond., solicitor, of Llanelly, has 
been appointed a Commissioners for Oaths. Mr. Williams was admitted a 
solicitor in May, 1884. 

Mr. Cuantes Evwrn Oscar Waker, solicitor, of 1, Mitre-court, Fleet- 
street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Walker 
was admitted a solicitor in May, 1884. 

Mr. Warrer Younc, LL.B. Lond., solicitor, of 29, Mark-lane, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr, Young was admitted 
a solicitor in Trnity ‘Term, 1874. 

Mr. Wiatam Youvru, solicitor, of Cardiff, has been appointed a Com- 


1884, 








Mr. Henry Rosrxson Covsrys, solicitor, of Leeds, has been species a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Cousins was admitted a solicitor in Decem- 
ber, 1883. 

Mr. James Tuomas Woopnovse, LL.B. Lond., solicitor, of Hull, has 
been elected Mayor of Hull for the current year. Mr. Woodhouse was 
admitted a solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1873. He was president of the 
Hull Incorporated Law Society, and as such he was elected an extraordi- 
nary member of the Council of the Law Society, and served 
from October, 1889, to October, 1890. 


Mr, Francis James Roxrson, solicitor, of 107, Harley-street, W. (of the 
firm of Harrison & Robinson, of Clement’s-inn-chambers, 263, Strand, 
W.C., and Woking, Surrey), has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths, Mr. Robinson was admitted a solicitor in December, 1883. 


Mr. CLavpe Barker, solicitor, of 23, Church-street, Sheffield, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Barker was admitted a solicitor 
in July, 1884. 

Mr. AntHony Nicnot Bowmay, solicitor, has been appointed Registrar of 
the Diocese of Carlisle and Secretary to the Bishop, in succession to the 
late Mr. Mounsey. Mr. Bowman was admitted a solicitor in 1881. He has 
been associated with Mr. Mounsey in his practice during the last fourteen 
years, and will now carry on the business of ‘‘ Mounsey & Co.,’’ in co-part- 
nership with Mr. G. A. H. Mounsey-Heysham, the nephew and executor 
of the late Mr. Mounsey. 

Mr. J. G. Samrn, barrister, assistant-registrar, has been promoted to 
be Registrar of the Admiralty Division, in succession to Mr. H. A. Bathurst. 

Mr. Epwarp Nasu, barrister, has been elected Clerk to the Merchant 
Taylors’ Company in succession to Mr. F, G. Faithfull, resigned. Mr. 
Nash was educated at Repton and Trinity College, Cambridge, where he 
took the degrees of M.A. and LL.B., and was called to the bar in 1872 at 
Lincoln’s-inn. He has practised in the chancery courts, and was for many 
years on the staff of the Weexiy Rerorter. 

Mr. Epwarp Stantey Roscog, barrister, has been appointed Assistant- 
Registrar in the Admiralty Division, in succession to Mr. Smith, appointed 
Registrar. Mr Roscoe was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1871. 





GENERAL. 
Sir Henry James, accompanied by Miss James, left Bath last week 
for Cadogan-square.. Sir Henry’s health has benefited greatly by his 
course of waters at Bath. 


On Thursday during the hearing of a case in the Queen’s Bench Divi- 
sion the Lord Chief Justice was taken suddenly ill. Lady Coleridge was 
sent for, and a medical man wassummoned. It is stated that the illness was 
due to a severe attack of gastritis, but that all immediate danger was past. 


The American Green Bag gives the following incident: ‘* I wish to ask 
this court,”’ said a lawyer who had been called to the witness-box to testify 
as an expert, ‘‘if I am compelled to come into this case, in which I have 
no personal interest, and give a legal opinion for nothing?’’ *‘* Yes, yes, 
certainly,’’ replied the mild-mannered judge; ‘* give it for what it is 
worth.” . 


On Saturday last an application was made toa divisional court of the 
Queen's Bench Division to postpone the hearing of a case, as the parties 
were not ready. The application was refused, and Mr. Justice Grantham 
said : I think the judges are treated very badly. As soon as there is any 
work in arrear there are complaints on all sides that the judges do not get 
through their work quickly enough. If we get through the work quickly 
there are equal complaints—then it is said we get on so fast that the 
parties are not ready and have to apply for delay. 


The judge of the Birmingham County Court, says the Daily News, is 
driven to despair by the untruthfulness of the parties who come before 
him. In commenting on a case the other day he declared that this was 
the fifth instance that morning in which more or less respectable persons 
had been guilty in the witness-box of ‘the most deliberate lying.”” To 
such a pass have things now come that he described himself as going home 
sick at heart, day by day, from hearing people give each other the lie direct 
in matters about which there could be no possible mistake. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Registrars ix ATrENDANcK oN 


Date Arrrat Courr Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
as No. 2. Kay. Curry. 
Monday, November .........10 Mr, Carrington Mr, Godfrey Mr. 
Tuesday oe eh a Lavie Leach hel 
ednesday Godfrey Pagh 
ieee ‘ Secu Lavie Leach Beal 
iday eo | Af i Godfrey re 
Saturday . wkd Lavie Leach Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice ‘ 
Norra, Srreuive. Kexrwren. 
Monday, November .. 1 My Wan Mr. Jackson Mr. Rolt 
Tuosday ERTS. Ten! Clowes Farmer 
Wednesday hy Wari Jackson Rott 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
Farran.—Oct. pe a at Stag’s End, Hemel Heamted , the wife of Charles F, Farran, barris- 


ww, of a 
Kemp. “ae. 4, at 1, Tr Wadee-cquene, the wife of John Kemp, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister- 
at-law, of a son. vai 


MARRIA 
Wititwore—Cai.arp.—Oct. 25, at St. Saviour’s, Eastbourne, John Selden Willmore, 
Judge of Native Court of 2 Appeal, Cairo , and son of =) late Graham Will- 
ys Q.C., to Mabel, eldest Saeed fred Caillard, C. ., Director-General 


fae magn gh ADAM. eo at St. ‘s, , Duncan Hi Witherington, 
of to Ji ". wel Fhe Sg fe arog Fn of the late Thomas R. 
Tae M.D., formerly of 1, 1 osk-glace, Portman-square, W. 





DEA 
Bropuvrst.—Oct. 30, at Bournemouth, Ma “Brodhurst, Bengal o- Service and a 
Judge of the Com North-West Provinces, India, aged 6 

Forper.—Nov. 2, at High ouse, Princess-avenue, Hull, Henry Forder er Re- 
ceiver in ), son of a late William Forder, of Southampton, aged 54 

Joxes.—Nov. 3, at Woocote Dower House, Upper ee Edwyn Jones, of Fountain- 
court, Temple, a a and dee] of Gray’s-inn. 

Pysvs.—Oct. 31, at 15, Wentworth-place, Ni ae-epen-Tyes, Robert Pybus, High 

Bailiff of County Courts, Circuit No. 1, aged 78. a 

Srreet.—Oct. 22, at 27, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Thomas Henry Street, solicitor, aged 74. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Oct. 31. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Laurep 1x CHANCERY. 
Br osm Jossoxs, & Co, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 10, to send thei? 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter Newton 
Fisher, Waterloo st, Birmingham Smith & Co, Birmingham, ~y ye ag mane 
CoLvomBiax Gop Mixes, Lunrep—Petn for winding up, presented Oc directed to be 
heard before North, J, on Nov8 Langlois & Biden, Vexdenhall st, nn for 
INTERNATIONAL yo anv Snare Acescy, Limrrep—By an order made by Williams, J. 
Hy go it was ordered that the voluntary — up of the agency be continued 
Hurrell & Mayo, Queen Victoria st, solors for petner 
Josuva Srusss, Lourep—Kay, J, has fixed Nov 11, at 12, at his chambers, for the ap- 
of an official liquidator 
uxtz’s Mera Co, Limrrep—Creditors of the old company are required, on or befor? Dec 
10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Heaton, 39, Waterloo st, Birmingham Smith & Co, Birmingham, solors for 


i itor 
M. Wuirtrizip & Sons, Lourep—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 30, directed to be 
heard before , J, on Saturday, Nov 8 Collyer- Fae & Co, Bedford row, agents 
for Walker & Colbeck, w - ay solors for petners 
Victor Partixe Co, Liaurrep uired, on or before Dec 4, to send their 
names addresses, and the no ro Aa of their debts or claims, to Francis James 
Sansom, Accountant, Portsmouth 
Ustonrep 1x CHANCERY. 
Wirxey maowes C Co—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 1, to send their names and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to Jordan & Son, 5, Victoria st, 


solors for aeidatos 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Oxp Busu Society, Old Bush Inn, Wombourn, Stafford Oct 27 


London Gazette.—Tuxrspay, Nov. 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep rx CHaNcery. 

Baeav Ustox, Luoutep—By an order made by Chitty, J, dated Oct 25, it was ordered that 
the winding up of the union be continued Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of thet claims, to Francis 
William Pixley and Richard Atkinson Ro Robinson, 24, Moorgate st Saunders & Co, Cole- 
man st, solors for liquidators 

Corrait & Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 12, to send their names 
and addresses, and the — of their debts or claims, to Alfred Griffith Wilde, 4a, 

& _—- Manchester, solors for liquidator 

Damast & Co, Lamrrep—By an order made by , J, dated Oct 25, it was ordered that 
the up Trinders & Co, , solors for petners 

GeseRaL « Excuayce anxp Ixvestuest Co, Limrrep—By an order made by Chitty, J, 
dated Oct 25, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued 
Belfrage & Co, John st, Bedford row, solors for petner 

. »—By an order made by North, J, dated Oct 25, aac 
that the company be wound up Wansey & Co, a ort mai ’petners in persc 

Brewery Co, Lisrrep—By an made by Stirling, J dated Oct 
25, it was ordered that the company be wound up Le Brasseur & & Oakley, New ct, 


L. Avast & Laurrep—By an order made by Chitty, J, dated Oct 25, it was ordered that 

the company be wound up Browne & Co, Church ct, Ironmonger onger lane, solors for petners 

Pexcy Izorson & Soxs, Linrren—Petn for ‘winding up, et gen tw Bes di to be 
heard before Kay, J, on Saturday, Nov 15 al k, solor for petner 

E RATION, ea By A an order made by Chitty, J, dated Oct 25, 

winding up of the corporation continued Musgrave 


CHINE — ATE, Limirep—Creditors - required, on or before Dec 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Sam 
Grundy & Co, Manchester, solors for liquidator 
Usiimirep 1x Cuancery. 
Sxcoxp Worvernametox axp Sourn Srarvorpsuine Permaxenr Burtpixe axp Ixvest- 
mest Soctety—Kay, J, has Friday, Nov 14, at 11.90, at his chambers, for the ap- 
pointment of an official 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London GevcterTurspay, Oct. B. 

Azsowsuira, Peter Roruwett, Liverpool, Cotton Broker. Nov 25. Sampson & Price, 
Basu, Rev. Joux, Wyvenhoe, Essex, Clerk, B.D. Dec6. Elwes & Turner, Colchester 
Barxer, Taouas, Bishop Wilton, Yorks, Yeoman. Dec 41. Sargeant, Pocklington 
Beavas, Jouaxss, Swanses, Wine Merchant. Dec 2. Stricks & Bellingham, Swansea 
cues, Ass, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Confectioner. Nov 29. Douthwaite & Waddington, 


acce, * Geeeee, South Killingholme, Lincs. Dec 31. Nowell & Dix, Barton on 
um 
Bowers, Frank Law, Wormwood st, Bishopsgate, Comb Manufacturer. Dec 15. Watson, 


Ciark, James, ‘‘amelot, Winchmore hill. Dec 31. Clark, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Co.tuinsox, Georce Wit11AMm, Leeds, Auctioneer’s Porter. Dec 10. Middleton & Sons, 


Cotman, Louisa Crossman, Bridgewater. Dec1. Meyler, Taunton 
Coss, Exiza, Lytham, Lanes. Nov 29. W & J Cooper, Preston 


Coomer, Georcr, Newceastle-under-Lyme, Pork Butcher. Nov 28. T & E Slaney; 
Sproston, Neweastle-under-Lyme 
Corpevux, Lucy, Northampton. Dec 15. Shoosmith, Northampton 


CrossLey, Epwix, Dukinfield, Chester, Spindle Manufacturer. Dec1. Clayton & Wilson, 
Ashton- under-Lyne and Manchester P 


Dare, Mary Exizasetu, Wootton, nr Canterbury. Decl. Carder, Dover 
Day, Gzorce, the younger, Sonning Eye, Oxon, Carpenter. Nov 29. Brain & Brain, 


Epwarps-Moss, Sir Tuomas, Ennismore gdns, Bart. Dec1. Whitley & Co, Liverpool 

Giapwix, Joun, Sheffield, Paper Dealer. Dec 22. Ryalls & Son, Sheffield 

Harrison, CHarLes vy Rocers, Stockwell rd, M.R.C.S., Eng. Decl. G.8, & H. 

Hint, ABRAHAM, iat eoier Lyne, Miller. Dec 1. Clayton & Wilson, Ashton under 
Lyne and Manchester 

Mocs, Wastes. Normanby, nr Middlesborough, Miner. Nov 12. Jackson & Jackson, 


ddlesborough - 
Hype, Marrua Ann, Corwen, Merioneth. Dec 31. R. & G. Toller & Sons, Leicester 


Incuam, Witu1Am James Wricur, Stone bldngs, Lincoln’s inn, Barrister at Law. Dec 31. 
unter & Davies, King William st 


ney oo Ferreman, Whatton in the Vale, Notts, Gent. Dec15. Watson & Co, 
otting! ‘ham -4 . 
Janus, Seamaen, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Gent. Nov 30. J. E. & R. Whitworth, Man- 


Lixpsay, Henry Sruart, Shepperton. Nov 30. Paine & Brettell, Chertsey 
Loneton, Josep, St Helen’s, Plumber. Nov 25. Mearns & Boyle, St Helen’s 
Taman, Wessem, Torquay, retired Capt in the Mercantile Marine. March 1. Hamlyn, 


Masns, Haat, Templar st, Leeds. Dec 10. Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

Nicno.ts, Jonx, Stourbridge, Worcs, Maltster. Nov 28. Gould & Elcock, Stourbridge 

Poynter, Exizavern, Prittlewell, Essex. Nov 25. ‘Turner, Leadenhall st 

Ranpat, Mary Anve, Oxford. Decl. J. & F. Hester, Oxford 

Rees, Davip, Pencarreg, Carmarthen, Farmer. Nov 23. Edwardes, Lampeter 

Rymer, Acnes Evizaetu, Chateau de Wimille, Pas de Calais, France. Jani1. Gasquet & 
Metcalf, Idol lane, Eastcheap 

London Gazetie.—Frivay, Oct. 31. 

Asie, Maria, Norwich. Dec1. Winter & Co, Norwich 

Axpous, Joux Tuneate. Dec15. Winter & Co, Norwich 

Asuiey, Anne. Upper Woburn pl. Decl. Bell, Clement’s inn 

Ba.pwis, Joun, Bath, Gent. Decl. Stone & Co, Bath 

BraMweE.Lt, Hannan, Chapel en le Frith, Derby, Shopkeeper. Nov 30. Bennett & Co, 
Chapel en le Frith 

Brooker, Cnartes, Wokingham, Berks, Schoolmaster. Dec 1. Cooke & Cooper, 
Wokingham 

Brown, Joun, Boston, Lincs, retired Carpenter. Nov 30. Waite & Co, Boston 

CLARKE, Exizasertu, Crediton, Devon. Decl. Sparkes & Pope, Crediton 

Crarkg, Evizaseru, Ranelagh rd, Ealing. Nov 29. Godwin & Louch, Newbury 

Ciements, Henry, Paulerspury, Northampton, Farmer. Nov 29. Greville, Towcester 

Cotstoy, ALrrep, Brunswick sq, Camberwell. Dec 7. Currie & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

CopLestoy, Evizapetu Awyez, Clifton, Bristol. Dec 1. Bush & Bush, Bristol 

Dovu.evy, Marcaret, Liverpool. Dec16. James & Smith, Liverpool 

Evans, Tuomas: Henry, Chester, Wine Merchant, Chester. Dec15. Tatlock, Chester 

Govup, Tuomas, Cradley Heath, Staffs, Gent. Dec 1. Wright & Tanfield, Cradley Heath 


GranGen, GeorGe, King’s Heath, Wores, Licensed Victualler. Dec 1. Lane & Clutter- 
buck, Bi: mingham 
Ham»auxv, Joux Epuunp Barrow, York st, St Marylebone. Dec 1. Stretton & Co., 


Ssmaneon, Fenn, Shiten, Gilep, Beavidles. Wer % tubeme, Mitent and Birmingham 
Jay, Lousa. Dec 3l. Winter & Co, Norwich 

Kityer, Ans Saran, Bellevue, Wakefield. Nov 15. Lister & Co, Wakefield 

Laxe, Emma, Leamington Spa. Nov 30. Clarke & Co, Birmingham 

Law, Axx, Liverpool rd, Islington. Dec 10. Garrett, Great James st, Bedford row 
ats! pasan, Upper Boddington, Northampton, retired. Feb 15. Kilby & Mace, 
Loxox Romer, Coddenham, Suffolk, Clerk in Holy Orders. Nov 22. Hansells & Hales, 


0 
Mepp, Sreruen, Scarborough, Farmer. Dec 4. Drawbridge, Scarborough 
Nasu, Jous, East Tuddenham, Nortolk, retired Grocer. Nov 27. Hall, Attleborough 


PALMER, bal gt Hewny, Norfolk st, Strand, Commercial Traveller. Noy 29. Godwin x 


Parkes, ANNA Seixa, Langley, Wores. Dec9. Wright & Co, Olbury 
Pangort, Tuomas Jacksoy, Gt Horton, Bradford, Gent. Dec 14. Law, Batley 


Perry, Cuarites Tuomas, 8 Stockbroker. Dec 15. Badham i 
e A etait oot Draper’s grds, & Williams, 


Reap, aE. Prendergast, Pembs, Paper Manufacturer. Nov 25. Davies & Co, 


Ricumoxp, Hexry Foitertox, Harewood st, Harewood sqr, rine Captain ard 
Dragoon ¢ Guards. Dee 3i. Reyroux & Co, Cannon a 28h +3 


Ricusoyp, maar Awnye Frances, Abingdon villas, Kensington. Dee : 31. Reyroux & Co, 
Ropixsox, Many, Woodman terce, Leeds. Dec 4. Beaumont & Stephenson, Leeds 
Sse.1, Jave, Eastbourne, Gent. Dec9. AH & A Ruston, Newmarket 

Taam, Wituisn Hexny, Walthamstow, Essex, Gent. Dec 31. Crawford & Chester, 
Tu, Roserr, Mottin st, Clerkenwell, Tobacconist. Dec 15. Kilsby, College hill, 
Tissimax, James, Scarborough. Nov 28. Birdsall & Cross, Scarborough 

Tissimax, Wiitiam, Scarborough, Wine Merchant. Nov 28. Birdsall & Cross, Scar 

















Bari 
Bua} 


Brat 
Bro’ 


a 


an we BB. nS we eee SS 








ons, 


ey 5 


ler 


mn, 


1. 





Nov. 8, 1890. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 35.) 29 








‘Warveeny, Joust, Content Moor, nr Huddersfield, Cotton Spinner. Dec 31. Laycock & ——_S Susanna, Geraldine rd, Wandsworth. Jan1. Ashley & Co, Fredericks pl, Old 


’ 
Woonearte, Fraxces Marta. Dec 20. Winter & Co, Norwich 
Hayward & Sons, Stowmarket 
Woorroy, Henry, Aylesbury, Gent. Dec 6. Baynes & Crouch, Aylesbury 
London Gazette—Turspay, Nov. 4. 
ear Grats, Gresnoy, Brighowgate, Gt Grimsby, retired Builder. Dec 1. 


Woops, Freremay, Bacton, Suffolk, Grocer. Dec 1. 


Dany, Aas ‘Sains, iy ears an, nr Norwich, Captain in R N. Dec 1. 


Victoria st, Wi 
Brace, Kate, Worcester. 
Brows, Joun, Nottingham, Gent. Dec 31. 
Comeny, Sour, Kingsland rd, Shoreditch. Dec 31. 


Deat, Georoe, Park rd, Ealing, Builder. 


Johnson & Co, Austinfriars 


Epwarps, Jonny, Tunbridge Wells, retired Builder. 


East, Frepericx, North st, Poplar, Mineral Water Manufacturer. Dec 14. Leathley & | 
Co, Lincoln's inn fields ‘ ad | 
} 


bridge Wells y - Dee 31. 


Jez, Saran, Findon rd, Shepherd’s Bush. Dec4. J. W. Jee, 50, 
8.W., and C. W. Eastman \dington, 


, 57, Barnsdale rd, Pad 


Lawes, Seren Saran, Eastmearn rd, West Dulwich. Dec 1. 


‘unt 
Mipptemore, Marta TrixipaAp Howanp, Gt Malvern. Dec 8. Horton & Co, Birmingham to invest your 
Brown, Whitehaven 


Nutty, Saran, Braystones, Cumberland. Nov 18. 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Oct. 31. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALLEN, Epwakp, Lapihemne, oe, Farmer East 
Stonehouse Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 29 
AntvarGerR, Rapnart, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Oct 27 


Oct 
BiRKENSHAW, JOHN eemaney Leeds, Rag Dealer Leeds 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 25 


BiLAcKBAND, WILLIAM, , suaigunes, Grocer, 
Newtown Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Bricut, THomas, Ide, Devon, Licensed Victualler Exeter 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Get 28 

Browy, Henry, Leighton Buzzard, Beds, Timber Dealer 
Luton Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

gr —— Cheriton, Hants, Grocer Winchester Pet 


Button, Revsen, the younger, Denton, nr Gravesend, 
Architect Rochester Pet Oct7 Ord Oct 27 
Crownurst, W. N., Slough, Bucks, Licensed Victualler, 
Windsor Pet Oot 16 Ord Oct 28 
Daxuina, Wituam, Richmond rd, Westbourne Park, 
Timber Merchant High Court Pet Oct 9 Ord Oct 28 
Eaecar, Joun Cospen, Woodford cum Membris, Northamp- 
tonshire, Estate Agent Northampton Pet Oct 28 Ord 


Greaves, Samvet, Balsall Heath, Wores, Licensed 
Victualler Birmingham Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Hamitton & Co, J, Liverpool, Cardboard Box Manufac- 
turers Liverpool Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 29 

Harper, Seen See S Cabinet Maker Scar- 


Hazzuewoop, Hawynan, Leeds, Milliner Leeds Pet Oct 

Sune, tan bak nd, Opti High 

osePH, Isaac, nm Optician i 
Court Pet Oct 


Kemp, Georct, Birmingham. _ Birmingham 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Kennepy, Freperick Gronce Stainforth rd, Waltham- 
stow, ‘Commercial Cler High Co Court Pet Oct27 Ord 

LonorieLp, James, Leeds, Potato Merchant Leeds Pet 
Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 


MacGrecor, Witu1am, Liverpool, Fish Salesman Liver- 

M pe T bs hag! | ham, Clerk 

mAMs, THOMAS, m, Birmi: _< Hol 

xu oer being, Bit Oo 2 Ord re, 
AYLOR ALTER JAMES. Naylor’s Rotherhithe 
Coal Merchant High Court Pet ’ Oct Ord 


Oct 29 
time Cuares, Rochdale, Tripedresser Oldham Pet 
Oct 38 Ord Oct 


28 

Owens, Joun, Aberaman, Aberdare, Glam, Underground 
Roadman Aberdare Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Pa Peter, Macclesfield, Solicitor Macclasticld Pet 
Oct 17 Ord Oct 28 

Payne, Caamens, Church st, Camberwell, Boot and Shoe 
Maker Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Pearson Cee, Cheshunt, Herts, Grocer "Wiiesiden 

Panett Get 29 Ord Oct 29 

ee AMES 
Pet Oct 


apioten, ¢ Trees Agent Man- 
t 29 
itiomay i, noua beaten, Oyele Maker Bradford Pet 
Oct 27 Ord Oct 


Pie 

Rice, Taomas Henry, Ewell, Surrey, Licensed Victualler 
ion Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

Scowsy, Many_Exizasemu, Wakefield, late Innkeeper 
Wakefield Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 29 


peutem, 
SuLLY ue, Sony, ie, Newport, 2 a er Mariner Newport, 


wie cs WELLER, Dakew st mansions, 
aa Manufacturer High Cowt Fi One ol 
ct 


Wriuiams, James, and Amos Witttams, Ha 
Timber Merchants Hereford Pet Oct ay Py ey Oct 28 
Wixsow, Joux, Newcastle on BS Builder Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 


STEPHENS, anes Se Henny Chasiton 
Builder Chel Tet Oct 


ao 25. Gabriel, Portugal st bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Martin & Sons, Nottingham 

Gard & Co, Gresham bldgs, Basing- | 
Dec 3. Cordwell, Moorgate st 

De ta Ruz, Aveustus Cuarter Granet, Meggen, Lucerne, Switzerland. Dec 13. 





| RoperTso 


Barker, | 


Sruart, Martanye, Connaught sq, 
Norton | Turxer, James, Mulbarton, Norfolk, Farmer. Dec 4. Day, Norwich 
| Tyzack, WiLL1AM ALEXANDER, Sheffield, Merchant. Dec 31. Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 
| Wanniner, Watrer Eayix, Bournemouth, Gent. Dec 25. Meek & Co, Devizes 
| Way, Jous, Eaton sq, Esq, M.D. Dec 18. Crowders & Vizard, Lincoln’s inn fields 
| WELLER, bg ag Marty, Rolvenden, Kent, Lieut-Col. Deci. Burn & Ber- 


| Wooutans, Exuinor Mary, Kirtlington, Oxen. Nov 30. ‘Toovey, Orchard st, Port 
man sq 
Youye, AxpRew, Nottingham, Auctioneer. Dec 31. Martin & Sons, Nottingham 


Seseoee ©. Acyrep, Bradford, retired Fruit Merchant. Nov 29. Faweett, Carnforth, Lancs 
| Re Apranam Cuarces, Hagham, Suffolk, Clerk in Holy Orders. Dec 1. 
X, Jous, Sheffield, Joiner. Dec Si. Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 
| Satmox, Davip, Swansea, Master Mariner. Dec 13. Powell, Brynmawr 
| Smmcockes, Rev. Gzorcr Stauntoxy, Bath, Clerk. Dec 13. Few & Co, Surrey st, Strand 


Grimswade 


Hyde Park. Dec4. Evans & Co, Gray’s inn sq 








Pearless & Beeching, Tun- | 


Chesilton rd, Fulham, a house hav 


Ww. 
Wilkinson, St Neots, 


If you require an advance ' 


—— 
$$$ 








FIRST MEETINGS. 


Auperson, Wiit1am, Surbiton, Surrey, Gent Nov7 at 11 
24, Railwa: way A, , London Bridge 

BENDALL, Wiu1am Newrorr, Wells, Somerset, Rate Col- 
lector Nov 10at1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

Bices, Henry, and Henry James Breas, Bristol, Tailors 
Nov 10 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

— E, bee A padley yon ey Refreshment Contractor 

‘ov 7 at 


Bown, Jou my Norfolk Veter ee Nov8 
atl  ateham, Nora 

Bricut, cig Done, Licensed Vitualler Nav 11 

at1l Off Rec Bedford circus, Exeter 

Brutoy, GEORGE * I1LL1aM, Great Coram st, Wine Mer- 
Merchant Nov 19 at 10.30 38, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

Butcrer, Any, Cheriton, Hants, Grocer Nov 11 at2 Off 

et, Southam, 


Burrox, Revsex, the younger, Denton, nr Gravesend, 
Architect RE er Off Rec, High st, Roch- 


Cuan Absent, Fairbank st, East om, City rd, Wholesale 
Furrier Nov 14 at Sa 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


fiel 
on. a Lower Gornal, Staffs, Greengrocer Nov 7 
atll Off Dudley 
—-; Bt Hunslet, Leeds, Builder Nov 10 at 
Off Rec, A en 


Park row 
Comin Peter, Fishmonger Nov 13 at3 Off 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Li 
Greex, Tuomas, Stoke i. Plumber Nov 10 at 
3.30 Off Rec, Ni under Lyme 


Grete, Jonny Henny, Vicror Davip Lory, and Grorce 
Cort Drxon, Fleet ly —aaeaa Nov liat12 Bank- 


ry 's inn 
Hayes, James, U} > seagien, Jeweller Nov l4at li 
HeEnviey, —— sy Caston, mn, Cambs, Clerk in G.P.O. Nov 
li at 11 Lancoln’s inn 
——, R4 Painter Nov 10 at 3 Off 
row, 
Hip, ek THomas, Bourn, Lines, Butcher Nov 17 at 
12 Law New rd, 
Hants, Nov 11 at 3 
ee sath 
nr Cirencester, Grocer Nov 7 


Jacoss, JoHN, 


Rendcombe, 
at12 Off st, Swindon 
Kituey, J. ses, Fantington, Sussex, Farmer Nov 10 at 12 


Lieutrroot, James Witiram, Leeds, Grocer Nov 7 
22, Park row, 
Quix, Joun Hogar, Surgeon Novilat2 Off 


Rasen, Freperick, 


Nov 12 at 11 ay ag et 
Rayyer, Mary Janz, Blackburn, Grocer Nov 26 at 1.30 
R: : Cycle Maker Nov 10 at 3.30 
EDMAN, jOMAS, ov 
Off Reo, 31, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Resp, J. Fruiterer Nov 12 at 1 Young & 


Son, bldngs, 
a Witu1ay, Ridley rd, Kingsland, Builder nd 
1 Bankruptcy bide, Portugal st st, Lincoln’s 


Rogers, CHARLES wasneee (deceased), St 
Merchant Nov 10 at 12 ne 
ow Bad mee my Fm 


st, 
Rowe, NicHo.as, Plymouth, Master Mariner Nov 11 at ne 
Aa. J. Sonar , Grocer Nov ll at 3 of | 
aver, AMES, | 
sxogwioe, Hants Leeds, Greengrocer Nov 10 at 11 Off | 


Builder Ni 13 eon 
Wi RoR aye = ‘ov | 





ADJUDICATIONS. 
A Writs Surbiton, y, Gent Ki 
SRS St Ea 


Warnyinc e the Banitery House Purcuasers & Lesszes.—Before 


Sanit i entilation 
| | Ser eee. ie who also undertake the 


money safely in 
| the Tempzgance Permanent Buiiprne Society, 4, 





or renting 
Co., 65, ine ya exper fr West- 
i entilation of Offices, &e.—[Apvr. ] 
House on advantageous orif you desire 
in at a moderate rate of interest, appl. 
“~~ intetonil BGA ee 


BaxenpDAte, James, Salford, Boot Merchant Salford Pet 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 28 

Benpa.i, Wiii1amM Newport, W: Somerset, Rate Col- 
lector Wells Pet Oct 24 


Ord 29 

Biaas, Henry, and Hexry Janes Bicos, Bristol, Tailors 
Bristol Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 27 

BrrxensHaw, Joun Epwaasp, Leeds, Rag Dealer Leeds 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 


Biacksanp, WILLIAM, , Tom Montgomery, Grocer 
Newtown Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Bricut, ae Me ene Devon, Licensed Victualler Exeter 
Pet Oct 2 


Browy, a 
Laton Pet 


Burros, Revses, jun, Denton, nr Gravesend, Architect 
Rochester Pet Ock 6 Ord Oct 28 


Daseeeg,] xe. 8., Victoria Mansions, Victoria st, 7 in 
HWM’sArmy High Court Pet Jan13 Ord Oct 29 
Eeear, Aman ee Woodford cum Mem! ae: - 
— Estate Agent Northampton 
2 


ae peneem, Lain, Milliner Leeds Pet Oct 
a 


KeEnnepy, ill Georex, Stainforth rd, Waltham- 
stow, Commercial Clerk Court Pet Oct 27 Ord 


Oct 28 
Loogueam, tam le Leeds, Potatoe Merchant Leeds Pet 
aacGnsoon, Witttsm, Liverpea, Fish Salesman Liver- 
Rochdale, Tripedresser Oldham Pet 
Oct 28 aos. 


beng Aberdare Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 39 ; 


8 J ALFRE: Weaham, W ke Dorset, 
eg ae grr 


Oct 7 Ord Oct 37 
Mon, Master Mariner Newport, 
Newcastle-on-Tyne, Builder Newcastle- 
“ae xe Pet Oot 28 Ord Oct 23 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER, AND 
ANNULLING ADJUDICATION. 


Cuargtortse Dororny, Warwick sq, Pimlico, 
‘Widow ‘High Court Ree Ord April 10 Adjud May 23 
Rese and Annul Oct 28 
London Gazette. —Turspay, Nov. 4. 
einai: ORDERS. 
Baraley ey Bet Oct st Ord Oct 81 


cbt ae cma rm, Wiehe, Orn 


Bank 

Merohants Winchester Pet Ox st Onl Ost ah 

BuAackBury, ie. ae 
Seer eee anet Oct 85 Ord Oct 90 


| Ayn 
Yorks, Joiner 
a i 














eet een 





mere: 
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Dates, Semen, Hatton gin, Dealer in Pearls High Court Hoxr, ere te on Babs, Se Nov 13 at 11 Ricuaapsox, Jom 2 cn wy Sports ee 
Brett, Gzonce, Gislingham, Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich | tsuerwoop, Axx, late of Rochdale, Licensed Victualler | 84t40%, CHARLES, Lancs, Gent Liverpool 

Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 Nov il at 12 Townhall, Rochdale 22 ‘anter! 
Brown, Frawx, Preston, Hitchin, Herts, Hay Dealer Suarr, Epwarp, Stanford, Kent, Butcher Canterbury 

Luton Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 


a] 


ARLING, JoHN James, High Coniscliffe, nr Darlington, 
late Beerhouse Keeper ‘kton on Tees and Midis. 


as Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
Coorer, DaxteL, West Pee. 2 Boot Dealer West 


onshire sq, Bishopsgate With- 
t High Court Pet Oct 30 Ord 


Doste, sa, Shirland rd, on Builder High 


5 > Nadel Ord Oct 3 ‘ e 
Dexx, Jonny NRIQUE, Allsop pl Regent’s te Co- 
at Store Keeper High Court Pet Ord 


— Wriuam Tuomas, St Donat’s rd, New Cross 4 
erman’s Greenwich Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 

Forster, James, and Jounx Forster, Whitehaven, Butcher 
Whitehaven Pet Oct 22 Ord Novi 

Fox, Wma James, Ladbroke grove rd, as hill, 
Agent High Court Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 3 

Garett, Joun, Kinver, Staffs, Licensed ont Stour- 

Gaamame Wauran, Ait ot, Archiion 

RAHAM, WALTER, » Architect igh Court Pet Oct 

9 Ord Oct 31 eer : 


ee fs eee, Berks, late Baker Newbury 


Heuer, Joux, Balsall — Wores, Baker Birmingham 
aigteer Aeue, bee Bh 
‘ott, Joun Avstix, ydding, Yorks, late Cloth 
Merchant Leeds Pet Nov 1 Oct Novl 
Howricus, ALEXANDER, no st, Merchant High 
Court Pet Oct 11 Oct 3 


Isuzrwoop, Axx, late of Edita Licensed Vitualler 
Oldham Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 


—— teers Dewsbury, late Grocer Dewsbury Pet 
Ord Oct 30 


a. Soman Corwen, Merioneth, Builder Wrexham 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

Pe — Say ee en, Yorks, Farmer 

Powe, Joux, Smethwick, Staite 1 Timber Merchant West 
Bromwich Pet Oct 31 - ~cegg, 

Prites, Hexry , Sussex, Bal Brighton Pet 

‘i Oet'16 Ord Oct 30 ape seat 
ee re, Sate Glos, Gardener Bristol Pet 
Novi OriNovl ‘ 


Ricuarpsox, Joux, Nottingham, British Sports Outfitter 
Pet Oct - Ord Oct 31 


Rieter, Cuaruzs P. H., late International Clu’ | res 
aunt Mk Gent ba ene Oe i 
Rosissox, Saucer Rosert, Glossop, y Rater 


Oct 8 Ord 

es Batley, Yorks, Tailor Dewsbury 

Sea Kexsnaw, & Wanrres, Villiers st, Strand, 
‘Auctioneer Court Pet Get 15 Ord Oct 30 


Suagp, ord, Kent, Butcher Canterbury 
PéNori Ord Nov 1 


Siwxey ad P.. John’s Wood terrace, St. 
pg Ao a> pm Clerk High Court Pet Oct 


Srossagt, Cusrves, Eastbourne, Darlington, 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Petco Ord 


J 
Tuomas, Faces, Porth, Glam, Groce Pontypridd Pet Oct 


Wanzes, Fuayx, Bf Baker Luton Pet 

a Oct "Ord Oot 3 2 2 
ESTOS, TLL Hinckley, , Boot Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Oct 18 Oni Novi 

Waicar, Peevenicx Jars, Praed st Car- 
penter High Court Pet Novi Ond Nort 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
aoe nous wr Leeds, Tailor Nov 11 at 11 Off Rec, 


B. Boston, Lincs, Watchmaker and 
. RS Nov 12 at 1215 Off Rec, 48, High st, 


suamenie Jans, Salford, Boot Merchant Noy 12 at 
2D Ogden’s chmbrs, st, Manchester 
Barsz, Saucer Tuoxsox, and Wittiax McGreco Liver- 
Pish Nov 12at3 Off Rec, 9, Victoria 


at, 
er New © Lines, out of Nov 
W2at ll Off Rec, 3, wan ty Gt Grimey 
Besmp, Maser, Law Stationer Nov 13 at 3.30 
Rusa a Newtown, Montgomery, Grocer N 
i at 1 Off Bec, Liandllons - 
Biacnscns, Taouas Srexc or, Sherburn in Fame cent 
Jdemer Nov i13at 12 Res, 28, Stonegate, Yorks 


Bearruwaire, J in Dev Rest 
Horii at loan se Rates coke _—. 


Guar, Suff hg 1 ai 
Cntesee Sete Rowdee iach, Yanmar Mor 1861 
a te, 2, Bate row, Lon Leonard's on Sea, Beer- 

howe Keeper Mov 12 at 1.2) Young & fm, Bank 


ag Pg eee 


Nov 

4 Mourbridge 
ie Pye dons, Thinpmorten Mt, Rockbroker 
a's mn eh Bankruptcy ¢ Portugal #t, Lin- 
conse Leeds, Milliner Nov 11 at 12 Off 


Mon, So Ai Aled, , late Groner’ Mov 19 at 12.0 





Jounson, James Coox, Coningsby, Lincs, Builder Nov 11 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Linco! 
Lave, Cuarves A., Keppel st, Russell sq, Financial Agent 
Nov 13 at 11 83, st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Lre, ALFRED, Maygrove 1 ge gn 7 Chememonge’s 
‘Assistant Nov 12 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Lewis, WALTER, Dewsbury, late Grocer Nov i12at 3 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Maw, Joux, Doncaster, late Common Brewer Nov 13 at 
2.15 Guildhall, Doncaster 

Myer, Sypvey, Hereford, Hop Merchant Nov 11 at 12 
2, Offa st, Hereford 

NeweE.t, Cartes, Rochdale, Tripe Dresser Nov 11 at 
11.15 Townhall, Rochdale 

Parrott, Prrer, Macelesfield, Solicitor Nov 14 at 12 
——— Arms Hotel, Macclesfield 

Pearsox, Epwix, and Witiia Porter, The Leys, nr 
Brockmoor, Staffs, Dealers Novi3 at11l Thos 
Wall, Solicitor, Stourbridge 

Peex, CURRER Git, Draughton, nr Skipton, Yorks, Farmer 

ov 13 atii Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

PERCIVAL, JESSIE, Brondesbury rd, Kilburn, Widow Nov 
12at1i2 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Rosewxsom, Aprauam, Batley, Yorks, Tailor Nov 11 at 10 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, satley 

Satmoy, Cuaries, Cressington, Lancs, Gent Nov 13 at 
3 Off 5 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Smatx, Joseru, Birmingham, Grocer Noy 12. at 11 25, 
Colmore row, 

Sranytey, Mark, Ranskill, Nottingham, Coaldealer Nov 11 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Bilver st, Lincoln 

STEPHENS, CHARLES Hexry, Chariton , Cheltenham, 
Builder Nov 13 at 5 County court bl bone pay e 

ov il 


Suuty, Jony, Mame pe de on, Master 
Off Ree pda mony Corn st, Newport, Moa 

Surman, Francis Pey TON, Worcester, Baker Nov 3 at 11 
Off Rec, Worcester 

Trevatt, Joun Henry, Lincoln, Cashier Nov llat12 Off 
Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Tucker, Wiis, South Molton, Devon, er Nov ll 

at 11.30 Off Rec, 5b, Hammet st, Taun’ 

Warp, Toomas NicHoisoy, = -abtap omen Surrey, Gent 
Nov 13 atil 24, Railway a London bri 

Wuitt.e, Wii11Am, Lee Green, it, Bootdealer Nov 11 
at11 24, Railway approach, London bridge 

ADJUDICATIONS. 
ALL ms ae arp, Linkinhorne, Cornwall, Farmer East 


ouse Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 30 
Astnuoxy, Atsert Epwarp, Eastwood, nr Todmorden, 


orks, Joiner Burnley Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
Bautpwick, Epwis Ewes, Heath, “ 
we ion Pet Oct 30 Ord 


Buiacksurs, Tuomas SPENCE, — in Elmet, Yorks, 
Joiner York Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Brett, Groree, —- Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 

Brows, Fraxx, acl Hitchin, Herts, Hay Dealer 
Luton Pet Oct 30 . 

ae ~, Mw od i -E. Coniscliffe, nr Darli: 

see, Be and Mi 


tong Pet oan 31 Ord Oct 31 
Coney i. West Bromwich, Boot Dealer West 
Bromwich Pet Oct 30 Ord-Oct 30 


Cutter, James Hewey, Devonshire sq, Bis te 
bi ny Wine Merchant High Court Pet 30 

Daruimwe, Wit1an, Richmond rd, bt = i Timber 
Merchant High Court Pet Oct 9 


31 
Dee iene Aivammeatinn tees taotpar Rosen r mt Pet 
ive 

E ot reg - oF Mal N Propri 

ELZY TLLIAM, vern, Newspaper prietor 
“Worcester Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 27 

Forp, Wiis1an Tomas, St. Donat’s rd, New Cross, 
Lighterman’s Manager Greenwich Pet Oct 28 Ord 


2B 

Fraxxiix, Jous Martix, Ramsgate, Baker Canterbury 
Pet Oct 11 Ord Novi 

Ganpett, Joux, Kinver, Staffs, Licensed Victualler Stour- 

Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Gueaves, Sauver, Balsall Heath, We late 
Victualler Bi Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 31 

Gus, ™ hee ee ah lord st, Miller High Court Pet 


ean Jous, Balsall heath, Worcs, Baker Birmingham 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 30 
ae Joux, me Lines, late Grocer Boston Pet Oct 
Ord Oct 3) 


man Jonux Av = Ben Rhydding, Fate, late Cloth 
‘wi Hackney 1d, Brewer Hi High P 
Husres, G. re er Court Pet 
Sept 4 Ord Oct 3 


| is Hexerrt tad ery Wimor, for ry 4 Foon, 

Occupation High Court Pet Oct 2 € ”» 

Josurn, yy Kennington pk rd, Optician High Court 
Pet Oct Ord Oct 30 

Kemp, Guoscr , Birmingham, Greengrocer Birmingham 
Pet Oct 2 ” Ord Oct 71 

Laws, Ae Dowinay, late Grocer Dewsbury Vet 
Oct 90 Ord Nov 

—_ b Micmann, Corwen, Merioneth, Builder Wrexham 

Leama Janus, Ovenden Wood, Halifax, Farmer 
Halifax Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct % 

Mirams, Tnouas, FAgbaston, Birmingham, Clerk in Holy 
On dern Birmingham Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 31 

Porssy, Bases earreete, Sussex, Baker Brighton Pet 


ovl 
Ricnanps, Revers, Mapleton, Glow, Gard Bristol Pet 
Novi Ord Novi 











Spencer, Sipyey p head St John’s Wood terr, St John’s 
$ scan, Scorer EpoAn, High Court Pet Oct30 Ord 


30 
Sroppart, Cuaries, Eastbourne, Darlington, Greengrocer 
7°Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Oct 30 


Forges, 2 ACOB, —_ Glam, Grocer Pontypridd Pet 
WARREN, wns pee, Herts, Baker Luton Pet 
Oct 


Wrient, Frepericx °, Ames, Praed st, Paddington, Carpen- 
ter High Court Pet Novi Ord Novi 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


e+ 11, 12, and 13.—Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bovsriexp, at 
the Mart, E.C., at 2 orclosk, Pessto Frechold Ground. Rents and 
old’ Properties see ad ‘ov. 1 
Fay 13.—Messrs. Fasesaoraan, Exuis, Ciark, EY Co., 
the Mart, E.C., at 2 0’ ae -_ Leaseitold 


Peapertics see advertisement, Nov. 1, p. 5 
Nov. a Land Herring, Son, & Daw, at the Mart, E.C., 


at 2 o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold ies and Free- 
hold Ground-Rents (see advertisement, Nov. 1, p. 5). 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


anemone ineeeeienane — 
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The Subscription to the Souiorrors’ JOURNAL ts 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 28s.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bownd at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, it 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 











STATUTES FOR 1890. 
Now ready, Vol. I1., Part VI., royal 8vo, price 15s., sewn. 
HE STATUTES of PRACTICAL UTILITY 


Sweet ‘& sxeue, Limited, 3, Chancery-lane, London, 
Srevens & Sons, Limited, 119 & 120, Chancery-lane, London. 


T AW. —Wanted, Bay Ex ae neo Out- 


a mine Cuuae See nior Common Law 
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